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ABSTRACT 
The luxury goods industry constitutes a niche, yet tremendously valuable, segment of 
the global economy (Atwal & Bryson, 2014b). According to Euromonitor (2019), the 
sale of luxury fashion goods and leather accessories in South Africa grew by 53.8% 
between 2013 and 2018. The growth prospect of South Africa’s luxury goods industry 
remains robust, propelled by good retail and supply chain infrastructure and a steadily 
expanding aspirational middle-class (Pwc, 2012; AfrAsia, 2018; Euromonitor, 2019).  
South Africa’s vibrant luxury retail market has attracted scores of international luxury 
fashion brands and fostered the establishment of a small, yet distinguished, cohort of 
local luxury fashion brands (Jacobs, 2013, Crosswaite, 2014; Martin-leke & Ellis, 
2014). However, local luxury fashion brands are encumbered by numerous 
challenges, the most crucial of which is a pervasive negative consumer disposition 
and resultant weak brand equity. These challenges threaten the growth potential of 
South African luxury fashion brands and have in some extreme circumstances led to 
the collapse of once-promising brands.  
Brand equity is a marketing asset that presents substantial benefits to a brand, such 
as market leadership, price premiums, higher effectiveness of marketing and 
communication strategies, and immunity to price competition from new category 
entrants (Keller, 2013). While several theoretical models for determining brand equity 
exist, the consumer-based brand equity model is the dominant perspective due to the 
consumer-centric nature of marketing management practice in contemporary times. 
Aaker (1991) defined consumer-based brand equity as a set of brand assets and 
liabilities linked to a brand, its name and symbol, which improves or diminishes the 
value of the products and/or services of a firm. Aaker’s consumer-based brand equity 
model consists of five fundamental aspects that include brand awareness, perceived 
quality, brand association, brand loyalty and other proprietary brand assets.  
The aim of the study is to determine consumer-based brand equity of South African 
luxury fashion brands. The study adopts Aaker's (1991) consumer-based brand equity 
model to examine the impact of consumer-based brand equity variables such as brand 
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awareness, perceived quality, brand associations and brand loyalty on overall brand 
equity and purchase/repurchase intention.  
 
The study adopted quantitative research methods and acquired responses from a 
sample of 130 South African luxury fashion consumers recruited through convenience 
sampling, a non-probability sampling technique. Data for the study was collected 
through a structured self-administered questionnaire that was distributed electronically 
and physically at various prominent shopping centres in Johannesburg. The acquired 
data was coded and subjected to statistical analysis. The analysis comprised of 
descriptive and inferential statistics of the population under study as well as the 
variables of interest. The specific tests employed include non-parametric tests such 
as the Chi-square test, the Mann-Whitney U-test, and the Kruskal Wallace test. Tests 
of reliability and validity comprised an evaluation of composite reliability and 
convergent and discriminant validity. The study also employed factor analysis and 
confirmatory factor analysis as well as structural equation modelling in testing the 
alternative hypotheses.  
 
The findings of the study affirmed the prevalence of weak brand awareness of South 
African luxury fashion brands amongst consumers, juxtaposed with favourable quality 
perceptions and brand association. It also emerged that the specific sub - dimensions 
of hedonic value and behavioural loyalty were peculiar to the South African luxury 
fashion market. The research also underscored the significance of brand awareness 
and brand loyalty as they emerged as the strongest predictors of overall brand equity 
and purchase/repurchase intentions. Premised on the findings of the study, it is 
recommended that South African luxury fashion brands invest in marketing, 
advertising and brand positioning strategies that build the core vectors of overall brand 
equity. Based on the findings of the study, it is recommended that local brands pursue 
excellence in product quality and craftsmanship, while amplifying the hedonic value of 
the brand through the provision of pleasurable product and immersive retail 
experiences.    
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OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM 
 
The global luxury industry is large, complex and viciously competitive (Kernstock, 
Brexendorf & Powell, 2017:1). The scope of this behemoth global industry spans at 
least eight segments, namely fashion; leather goods; wines and spirits; jewellery and 
watches; cosmetics and fragrance; automobile, sea and air travel; and art and 
collectables (Okonkwo, 2017:60). The commercial luxury goods industry dates back 
to the 17th century, when luxury goods were adopted as symbols of power and social 
distinction in Europe’s aristocratic societies (Berg & Eger, 2003:9; Thomas, 2007:22). 
Almost three centuries later, the consumption of luxury goods is a global phenomenon, 
traversing non-traditional markets in Asia, Latin America, the Middle East and Africa 
(Shukla & Purani, 2011:1417; Okonkwo, 2017:60).  
 
Emerging markets such as India, Mexico, Russia and South Africa have become 
important frontiers to the growth of global luxury brands, as prospects in Europe, the 
United States and Japan dwindle (Bryson & Atwal, 2014:201).  It has become 
important to understand consumer attitudes and preferences in different cultures and 
markets around the world (Atwal & Bryson, 2014a). In Africa, South Africa is the 
leading market for luxury goods and home to the biggest footprint of international 
luxury brands (Moorad, 2013; Stiehler, 2016:396; Euromonitor, 2019:2). 
 
The vibrant luxury consumer market in South Africa has also nurtured several 
distinguished local luxury brands with remarkable potential for the local economy 
(Crosswaite, 2014:194). However, local brands struggle to overcome prevalent 
negative value perceptions and unfavourable consumer attitudes that undermine their 
growth potential (Witepski, 2014; Mbatha & Mastamet-Mason, 2015; Appiah-Nimo, 
2019; Euromonitor, 2019). This research explores this phenomenon in order to 
understand the factors shaping consumer dispositions and attitudes towards South 
African luxury fashion brands and their corresponding outcomes on overall brand 
equity and purchase intentions. The outcome of the research will inform brand 
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development and marketing strategy of South African luxury fashion brands in their 
quest for growth.  
 
1.1.1 Luxury fashion in South Africa 
 
South Africa’s vibrant luxury goods market is premised on many factors. The country 
has the biggest share of the continent’s wealthy population, coupled with easy access 
to credit and high-end retail infrastructure (Moorad, 2013; Flanders Investment & 
Trade, 2016; Euromonitor, 2019). While this environment favours a budding luxury 
industry, it is not without challenges, with historic inefficiencies in local production 
capacity exacerbated by the vicious tide of competition from imports. Furthermore, 
South Africa’s emerging middle-class is highly aspirational and favourably disposed 
towards popular international luxury brands, which serve as status-enhancing symbols 
(Euromonitor, 2019:42). These challenges have persisted over the past decade, 
resulting in the collapse of once-promising high-end retail establishments and brands 
such as Stuttafords, Marion and Lindie, Two, and Suzaan Heynes (Anderson, 2013; 
Witepski, 2014).  
 
While the proclivity for international brands of South African luxury consumers remains 
a challenge, the greatest threat to local luxury brands is the unfavourable consumer 
attitude and negative value perceptions, which adversely impact patronage and the 
growth potential of local luxury fashion brands (Witepski 2014; Euromonitor, 2019:42). 
This phenomenon, although widely acknowledged, is yet to be understood empirically 
(Crosswaite, 2014; Witepski, 2014; Stiehler & Tinson, 2015; Euromonitor, 2019). This 
research seeks to fill this gap by analysing consumer disposition towards local luxury 
fashion brands and its corresponding impact on brand equity and purchase intentions.  
 
1.1.2 Consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) 
 
Brand equity is broadly defined as the value of a brand in the marketplace. According 
to Aaker (1991:15), brand equity is a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a 
brand, its name and symbol, which improves or diminishes the value of the product 
and/or service provided by a firm. A strong brand equity may guarantee market 
leadership, the ability to attract price premiums, higher effectiveness of marketing and 
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communication strategies, and immunity to price competition from new category 
entrants (Keller, 2013). 
 
The concept of brand equity is widely explored in marketing literature, with a significant 
aspect addressing the three different approaches to determining brand equity. These 
include the financial brand equity, employee brand equity and consumer-based brand 
equity approaches (Aaker, 1991). The consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) 
approach is the dominant approach in marketing literature, with the conceptualisation 
by Aaker (1991) being the most widely adopted (Christodoulides, Cadogan & 
Veloutsou, 2015:310; Seo & Buchanan-Oliver, 2019:2). According to Aaker (1991), 
consumer-based brand equity is established through the five core dimensions of brand 
awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty and other proprietary 
assets (Washburn & Plank, 2002:47; Christodoulides et al., 2015:312).  
 
Aaker’s (1991) CBBE model was, however, operationalised by Yoo and Donthu 
(2001), who utilised four out of Aaker’s five brand equity dimensions in developing a 
measurement scale. The fifth brand equity dimension – other propriety assets – was 
deemed irrelevant to the consumer-oriented measurement approach (Washburn & 
Plank, 2002:47). The four dimensions are briefly discussed in the subsequent 
sections. 
 
1.1.3 Brand awareness 
 
Brand awareness is defined by Aaker as the ability of a consumer to identify and recall 
a brand as a member of a certain product category (Aaker, 1991:61). According to the 
CBBE concept, consumer awareness is fundamental to the establishment of brand 
equity (Keller, 2013:42). Even though luxury goods are patronised by a niche segment 
of the consumer market, Kapferer and Bastien (2017) propose that the socially 
oriented motivation for luxury consumption underscores the need for brands to pursue 
universal awareness. According to Keller (2013:44), brand awareness falls within a 
continuum of low recognition to top of the mind recall, and while it is essential, brand 




1.1.4 Perceived quality 
 
Aaker (1991) defined perceived quality as the consumer’s summative evaluation of a 
brand’s superior quality compared to a competitive brand. Quality perceptions may be 
formed out of substantive experiences of the consumers or based on the feedback 
from close acquaintances, reference groups or advertisements (Jung & Shen, 
2011:52). Consumers may associate luxury products with superior quality compared 
to products by non-luxury variants (Kapferer & Bastien, 2017; Vigneron & Johnson, 
2017). It has also been proposed that quality perceptions greatly influence consumers’ 
intention to purchase domestic or foreign products (Wang, Siu & Hui, 2004:392).  
 
1.1.5 Brand associations 
 
Brand association refers to anything ‘linked’ in memory to a brand. The collective set 
of distinct brand associations is known as the brand image (Aaker, 1991:109). 
According to Keller (2013:85), luxury branding typically involves the creation of many 
intangible brand associations, as a luxury brand can deliver various meanings to 
consumers. Like brand awareness, brand image remains an important concept in 
marketing (Keller, 2013:44). 
 
Brand associations differ amongst consumers and may reflect characteristics of the 
product or intangible aspects that distinguish it from another brand. Apple is an 
excellent example in explaining the concept of brand associations. Consumers 
perceive Apple products to be intuitive, user friendly, and well designed, with cutting-
edge technology, robust hardware, etc. (Keller, 2013:45).  
 
1.1.6 Brand loyalty 
 
Beyond establishing brand awareness and favourable brand associations, brand 
managers also emphasise product sales and the acquisition of loyal customers from 
whom considerable lifetime value is obtained (Bachmann, Walsh & Hammes, 2019). 
Brand loyalty refers to the consumer’s intense attachment to the brand and the sincere 
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commitment to patronise it despite changes in the brand’s or consumer’s situational 
factors and competitor’s marketing efforts  (Aaker, 1992).  
 
Brand loyalty is categorised under two main forms. These are attitudinal and 
behavioural loyalty (Thakur & Kaur, 2015:166). According to Appiah, Ozuem and 
Howell (2016), both attitudinal and behavioural loyalty are symbiotic constructs that 
reflect a linear progression of the consumer-brand relationship (Appiah, Ozuem & 
Howell, 2016). Once established, brand loyalty creates a barrier to entry for competitor 
firms, provides the opportunity to apply price premiums, reduces marketing costs, and 
protects the brand from competitors’ actions (Sözer, Civelek & Kara, 2017:1551). 
 
1.1.7 Overall brand equity and purchase and repurchase intentions  
 
It has been established that measuring CBBE is effective in brand management. It is 
of even greater importance to understand the impact of CBBE variables on overall 
brand equity and purchase/repurchase intentions. CBBE is, therefore, best modelled 
against consequential behaviour outcomes of overall brand equity (Yoo & Donthu, 
2001) and purchase/repurchase intentions (Christodoulides & de Chernatony, 
2010:25).  
 
Overall brand equity, pioneered by Yoo and Donthu (1999:2001), was developed 
primarily to evaluate the convergent validity of the multidimensional brand equity scale 
(i.e. the distinct scales for each of the four dimensions of CBBE). Consequently, many 
conceptual models accessing brand equity in the current literature have established a 
significant relationship between the four brand equity variables and overall brand 
equity (Jung & Shen, 2011:53).  
 
Purchase intention is also defined as the consumer’s consideration to acquire or 
patronise a brand at the present moment or in the near future (Kim & Ko, 2010:167). 
According to Singh and Spears (2004), purchase intentions are personal action 
tendencies relating to the brand and are likely to be motivated by perceived value and 
brand attitudes. Repurchase intention on the other hand denotes the behavioural 
tendency of an existing consumer to acquire the product repeatedly after a favourable 
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post-purchase evaluation (Japutra, Ekinci & Simkin, 2014). Purchase and repurchase 
intentions may therefore be understood as different aspects of a single phenomenon.   
 
1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
 
The consumption of luxury goods has assumed significant importance in the socio-
economic structure of nations across the globe (Okonkwo, 2017:61). South Africa is 
the leading luxury goods market in Africa, with the biggest footprint of international and 
local luxury fashion brands (Jacobs, 2013; KPMG 2015; Atwal & Bryson, 2014:201; 
Euromonitor, 2019). The growing demand for luxury goods in South Africa is driven by 
rising disposable incomes of an aspirational middle-class with a penchant for 
international luxury brands (Crosswaite, 2014:187; Euromonitor, 2019:42). The 
preference for international luxury fashion brands is common in emerging markets, a 
phenomenon that adversely impacts the growth of local luxury brands and diminishes 
their contribution to economic growth. This is attributable to the pervasive negative 
brand value perceptions and unfavourable attitudes towards local luxury brands 
(Euromonitor, 2019:42).  
 
1.3 MOTIVATION AND RATIONALE OF THE RESEARCH 
 
The global marketing activities of international luxury fashion brands have intensified 
the competition between global and local brands. However, consumers of different 
socio-economic and cultural backgrounds differ in their perceptions and attitudes 
towards luxury brands (Sharma, 2017:45). While the rapidly expanding luxury goods 
market in South Africa offers significant growth opportunities to South African luxury 
fashion brands (Ramdass & Kruger, 2011), the prevalence of negative value 
perceptions and unfavourable brand attitudes amongst consumers undermines the 
growth potential of local brands (Euromonitor, 2019:42).  
 
This study seeks to explore the factors that shape the disposition of luxury consumers 
towards South African luxury fashion brands. Such insight, complemented by a set of 
practical recommendations, will inform the brand management and marketing strategy 
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of South African luxury fashion brands towards establishing strong brand equity in both 
local and international markets.  
 
1.4 STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION 
 
Chapter 1 
The first chapter introduced the fundamental constructs and provided a broad 
overview of the phenomenon under study. Sections under this chapter included an 
introduction and a brief exposition of constructs such as brand equity, CBBE and its 
sub-dimensions as well as the outcome variables of overall brand equity and purchase 
intention. This chapter also established the aim and the motivation for the research. 
 
Chapter 2  
Chapter two provides an overview of the research topic, with relevant literature 
references to build a cohesive argument. The chapter contextualises the phenomenon 
of luxury in South Africa within the global luxury economy, providing greater insight 
into South Africa’s luxury goods industry as a background to the research problem. 
The subject of brand equity is explored in great depth, with various approaches to 
measuring CBBE being discussed, and specific reference is made to Aaker’s model. 
 
Chapter 3  
Chapter three covers the development of a theoretical model and the establishment 
of the research hypothesis. The model outcome is presented in a simple figure that 
adequately predicts the expected relationships between the constructs of Aaker’s 
CBBE model and the outcome variables of overall brand equity and purchase 
intentions.  
 
Chapter 4  
Chapter four discusses the research methodology, establishing the various 
parameters of the research and justification for the researcher’s choice of data 
collection tools and procedures. It also states the research problem and the objectives 






Chapter five offers a presentation and analysis of the results from the statistical data 
acquired from the research. This section presents the descriptive statistics of the 
research data, as well as the outcomes of various higher-order statistical tests and 
procedures such as factor analysis, Chi - square tests, reliability and validity tests, 
structural equation modelling, and multiple regression analysis. Finally, the alternative 




Chapter six discusses the results presented in Chapter 5 and synthesises the findings 
with the literature to arrive at sound theoretical and practical conclusions. The chapter 
also recaps the objectives of the study and how these objectives were addressed, 
while presenting plausible recommendations based on the observed empirical 
conclusions. The chapter further outlines practical and theoretical contributions of the 




This chapter provided an overview of the research and introduced the reader to the 
core concepts associated with South Africa’s emerging luxury goods market: the 
opportunities, prevailing challenges and the concept of luxury brand management. 
Key constructs such as CBBE and the two key outcome variables of overall brand 
equity and purchase/repurchase intention were briefly examined. This chapter also 
established a gap in the literature regarding the need for empirical research on 
consumer attitudes and their perceived impact on the brand equity of local luxury 
fashion brands. The research problem and motivation for the study was also 
presented. The next chapter will explore the phenomenon of luxury and discuss the 














The previous chapter provided an overview of this research by providing a brief 
discussion of literature on the global and local luxury industry as well as fundamental 
constructs of the study such as CBBE, overall brand equity and purchase/repurchase 
intention. This chapter provides a deeper discussion of luxury fashion goods in the 
global and local context, as well as the fundamental constructs of the study.  
 
2.2 THE GLOBAL LUXURY ECONOMY 
 
The global luxury economy, valued at €212 billion in 2012, has experienced a 
staggering growth of approximately 466% to reach the current value of €1.2 trillion in 
less than a decade (Kovesi, 2015:2; D’Arpizio, Levato, Prete, Del Fabro & de 
Montgolfier 2019). It is classified under eight broad segments (D’Arpizio et al., 2019), 
with personal luxury goods, which consists of luxury fashion, leather goods and 
accessories, being the focal point of this research. The expansion of the global luxury 
economy is fuelled by several macro and micro-economic trends such as an 
expanding global economy, technological advancements, globalisation and cultural 
convergence (Brun & Castelli, 2013:828).   
 
Micro-trends influencing the expansion of the global luxury economy include 
unprecedented access to information across both traditional and disruptive mediums 
such as television, magazines, the internet, and social media (Okonkwo, 2010). Other 
factors include increased international travel and the emergence of new categories of 
accessible luxury goods (Silverstein & Fiske, 2005; Brun & Castelli, 2013:838). 
However, the most significant factor driving growth in the global luxury economy is the 
establishment of new markets in emerging economies across Asia, the  Americas and 
Africa (Seo & Buchanan-Oliver, 2015:84). Africa’s rapidly expanding luxury goods 




2.3 AFRICA AND THE GLOBAL LUXURY ECONOMY 
 
African economies have chalked up remarkable success in the past decade, with six 
out of the top ten fastest growing economies in the world being African (AfDB, OECD 
& UNDP, 2016). The rapid economic transformation in Africa has established a thriving 
middle class and a rapidly growing number of high-net-worth individuals with a 
penchant for luxury goods (Atwal & Bryson, 2013:20). Consequently, the sales of 
luxury goods in Africa grew by 35% between 2008 and 2013, indicating a remarkable 
leap for a market that has historically been perceived as insignificant in relation to 
global averages (Moorad 2013; D’Arpizio et al., 2016).  
 
The market potential of Africa’s rapidly expanding middle class presents opportunities 
to both global and local luxury brands. Furthermore, the continent wields the 
fundamental inputs for establishing a vibrant luxury industry with the availability of 
precious minerals such as gold, diamonds, and exotic leather (Martin-Leke & Ellis, 
2014:179). The continent’s rich and diverse cultural values are essential vectors to 
ethical production, while the abundance of handcrafting skills provides a sustainable 
alternative to the production of luxury goods for global markets (Mutunku, 2016:51).  
 
2.4 THE LUXURY ECONOMY IN SOUTH AFRICA 
 
South Africa has the most diversified economy on the African continent and is often 
referred to as Africa’s retail giant (Pwc, 2012; Flanders, 2016). South Africa possesses 
a sophisticated and promising market for luxury goods, complemented by a vibrant 
retail environment and well-developed retail infrastructure (Pwc, 2012; Moorad, 2013; 
Flanders Investment & Trade, 2016). South Africa is also home to some 51,500 high-
net-worth individuals with an approximated combined wealth of US$120 billion (KPMG 
2015; Euromonitor 2019). Furthermore, it is projected that by 2020, 420,000 South 
African households will have disposable incomes above US$100,000 per annum 
(Crosswaite, 2014:187).   
 
South Africa’s vibrant tourism and retail sectors also attracts wealthy holidaymakers 
from numerous Sub-Saharan African Countries and other parts of the world 
(Euromonitor, 2019). In 2017, South Africa accounted for US $2.2 billion out of the 
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$6.6 billion of luxury goods consumed in Africa (AfriAsia Bank, 2018). The market 
potential of South Africa has firmly positioned it as Africa’s luxury oasis, making it an 
attractive destination for numerous international luxury fashion and lifestyle brands 
(Moorad, 2013; Jacobs, 2013; Crosswaite, 2014; Euromonitor, 2019).  
 
The luxury retail landscape in South Africa is diverse and includes prominent global 
luxury brands such as Louis Vuitton, Gucci, Giorgio Armani, Burberry and Versace, 
which have found a home in South Africa’s elite shopping centres such as Hyde Park 
Corner, Sandton City, Mall of Africa and the V&A Waterfront (Crosswaite, 2014:187). 
Despite luxury goods being a niche market in South Africa, there is scope for 
significant growth due to South Africa being considered the springboard to the wider 
African luxury goods market (Euromonitor, 2019).  
 
2.5 SOUTH AFRICAN LUXURY FASHION BRANDS 
 
The factors that are driving growth in the South African luxury economy have also 
nurtured several emerging and established local luxury fashion brands (Martin-leke & 
Ellis, 2014). South African designers have gained local and global acclaim with the 
most recent success being the sensational Thebe Magugu, who won the 2019 LVMH 
prize for the most promising young designer (Cassidy, 2019). Other distinguished 
established and emerging local luxury fashion brands include Leopard Frock by 
Marianne Fassler, Clive Rundle, David Tlale, MaXhosa by Laduma, Gert-Johan 
Coetzee, Kat Van Duinen, Wild Olive and Okapi (Martin-Leke & Ellis, 2014).  
 
This cohort of South African luxury brands are creative, modern and active participants 
in the global luxury economy, and have graced runways in New York, Milan, Paris and 
London (Crosswaite, 2014). Some are found in prestigious luxury retail outlets around 
the world as a testament to their quality and prestige (Crosswaite, 2014). Despite the 
success local luxury fashion brands have achieved, these brands are nonetheless 
faced with numerous challenges such as difficulties in accessing capital, skilled labour, 
adequate manufacturing technology, raw materials and retail infrastructure (Martin-
leke & Ellis, 2014; Appiah-Nimo, 2019). Perhaps the most pressing challenge faced 
by the local luxury industry is the prevalence of negative value perception and 
unfavourable dispositions of consumers towards local luxury fashion brands 
12 
 
(Euromonitor, 2019). These historic challenges impact adversely on the growth 
potential of local luxury fashion brands and have led to the collapse of many promising 
brands (Witepski, 2014; Mutunku, 2016).  
 
This study examines the concept of brand equity and the relevance of brand building 
as an effective antidote to the challenges facing local luxury fashion brands. According 
to Mutunku (2016), brand building is about reaping optimal value for the long term, a 
game many brands in Africa are yet to fully comprehend. Brand building seems to be 
the weak link in the South African luxury economy with many local luxury fashion 
brands lacking broad awareness and appeal amongst local consumers (Mutunku, 
2016).  
 
2.6 DEFINING LUXURY FASHION BRANDS  
 
A brand is a name and symbol that identifies and distinguishes the products or 
services of an enterprise from that of competitors (Aaker, 1991:21). A more elaborate 
definition of a brand captures the entirety of corporate values, products and culture 
communicated with imagery in a manner that creates substantial tangible and 
intangible benefits (Keller, 2013:33). The concept of luxury fashion brands, which 
constitutes the focus of this research, is explored in the subsequent sections. 
 
The literature defines luxury fashion brands based on consumer perceptions and a 
metric of attributes that include high quality, rarity, exclusivity, premium price, timeless 
aesthetics and a high degree of non-functional associations such as prestige and 
conspicuousness (Turunen, Shukla & Singh, 2018; Ko, Costello & Taylor, 2019). 
Despite these attributes being fundamental to conceptualising and defining luxury 
fashion, a brand is only as luxurious as consumers perceive it to be, which 
underscores the importance of CBBE evaluations in contemporary brand 
management practice. 
 
2.7 BRAND EQUITY 
 
Brand equity is defined as a set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand that 
contributes to or diminishes the value provided by a firm’s products or services to its 
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consumers (Aaker, 1991:27). The concept of brand equity attempts to quantify the 
value of a specific brand to businesses or corporate entities, and presents marketers 
and brand managers with a holistic approach to evaluating the contribution of the 
brand to the overall worth of the organisation (Christodoulides et al., 2015). 
 
The definitions of brand equity from the field of consumer science emphasise the 
additional value or extra utility consumers derive from a product because of its identity 
or brand name (Aaker, 1991:27; Borkovsky, Goldfarb, Maviv & Moorthy, 2017). This 
added value can be viewed from the perspective of the firm, the trade, or the consumer 
(Brahmbhatt & Shah, 2017). Accordingly, a strong brand may reflect macro brand 
considerations such as market leadership, as well as micro brand considerations such 
as consumer familiarity, knowledge, loyalty and word of mouth referrals (Keller, 
2013:70).  
 
Strong brands may constitute a competitive advantage, with benefits of greater 
revenues and lower costs (Keller, 2013:70). The perceived advantages associated 
with brand building underscores the profound interest in the conceptualisation and 
measurement of brand equity amongst academicians and marketing practitioners 
(Hong-Bumm, Woo Gon & Jeong, 2003). Brand equity is just as relevant to luxury 
brand management, with strong brands contributing to market leadership, and 
revenue premiums that impact positively on long-term cash flows and profitability 
(Ailawadi, Lehmann & Neslin, 2003; Keller 2013:71). Other benefits include enhanced 
consumer perceptions of product quality, brand prestige, loyalty, and diminished 
vulnerability to competitive actions (Buil, de Chernatony & Martínez, 2008; Keller 
2013:71).   
 
2.8 APPROACHES TO MEASURING BRAND EQUITY  
 
Measuring brand equity is important as it underpins marketing strategy, aiding the 
various dimensions of brand building strategies and providing a basis for assessing 
brand extendibility (Ailawadi et al., 2003). Although Aaker (1991:31) proposed at least 
five approaches to assessing brand equity, the literature is dominated by three main 
approaches. They include the financial-based brand equity, which measures brand 
equity according to the market value of the brand; the employee-based brand equity, 
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which takes into cognisance the role of employees in building brand equity; and 
consumer-based brand equity, which quantifies brand equity according to consumer 
affection for the brand (Buil et al., 2008).  
 
The consumer-based approach is the most popular, with leading scholars such as 
Keller (2013) proposing that the value of a brand resides in the mind of the consumer. 
Consequently, brand equity is most accurately measured by evaluating consumer 
perceptions and attitudes toward specific brands (Heine, 2012; Keller, 2013). 
 
Aaker (1991) and Keller (2013) have championed the consumer-centred approach 
through the conceptualisation of the CBBE model. According to Aaker (1991), brand 
equity results from five categories of brand assets (or liability) that contribute a positive 
or negative value to the product or service offering of a firm. The five categories are: 
brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty and other 
proprietary assets  (Aaker, 1991).  
 
Keller (2013), on the other hand, adapted Aaker’s (1991) model to develop the brand 
resonance pyramid. Keller’s (2013:79) brand resonance pyramid explores the intensity 
of consumers’ emotional attachment to brands and its impact on purchase intentions 
in a competitive marketplace. According to the brand resonance pyramid, brand equity 
results as consumers engage brands in an ascending interdependent process, which 
begins with brand salience (equivalent to brand awareness), performance and 
imagery (equivalent to brand associations), judgments and feelings, and results 
ultimately in brand resonance (Keller, 2013:80). 
 
2.9 AAKER’S CONSUMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY MODEL 
 
Aaker (1991:27) proposes that brand equity creates value for both the customer and 
the firm. His definition and conceptualisation of brand equity, known as the CBBE, has 
seen the widest adoption in marketing research since the early 1990s (Schivinski & 
Dabrowski, 2014). The fundamental idea of this model is that the strength of a brand 
lies in the minds of consumers: what they have learned, felt, seen and heard about 
the brand as a result of their exposure and experiences of the brand over time (Keller, 
2013:41; Christodoulides et al., 2015). The development of CBBE thus requires 
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consumers to be aware of the brand name and to hold strong, favourable and unique 
associations with the brand in memory (Christodoulides et al., 2015).  
 
Aaker (1991:27) identified the components of brand equity as brand awareness, brand 
quality, brand associations, brand loyalty and other proprietary brand assets (such as 
patents, trademarks, channel relationships, etc). However, the first four CBBE 
variables are employed in the literature, with the fifth dimension, other proprietary 
brand assets, mostly expunged, as it relates exclusively to firms (Schivinski & 
Dabrowski, 2014). 
 
2.9.1 Brand Awareness 
 
Brand awareness is the most fundamental dimension of CBBE since consumers 
cannot form value perceptions of a brand they are not aware of (Aaker, 1991). Aaker 
(1991:29) opines further that the awareness factor is particularly important to contexts 
in which the brand must first enter the consideration set. Brand awareness is 
categorised along a continuum from no awareness to brand recognition, brand recall 
and top of the mind awareness (Aaker, 1991:64).  
 
Others have categorised awareness into two forms. The first is stimulus-based brand 
recognition, which refers to the ability of a customer to recollect the brand with the use 
of memory aids such as the brand logo (Keller, 2013:45; Hakala, Svensson & Vincze, 
2012:441). The second form is the unaided or top-of-mind awareness, which refers to 
the ability of consumers to recollect a brand in a specific use situation or product 
category without exposure to memory aid (Hakala et al., 2012:441; Keller, 2013:45). 
Both forms of brand awareness are critical to establishing brand equity, with the need 
for universal awareness even more pronounced for luxury brands (Kapferer & Bastien, 
2009).  
 
2.9.2 Perceived Quality 
 
In consumer science, perceptions, interpretations and experiences are regarded as 
theoretical constructs that are fundamental to the phenomenon of luxury (Turunen, 
Shukla & Singh 2018:9). Perceived quality refers to the consumer’s perceptive or 
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objective judgement about a product’s overall performance, which is informed by the 
inherent physical attributes of utility, durability and extrinsic cues such as brand name 
(Sözer et al., 2017:1550). 
 
Quality considerations like brand awareness are critical to consumer behaviour, more 
so in the consumption of luxury goods, where a strong correlation has been observed 
between the perception of quality and brand luxuriousness (Novotova, 2016).  Product 
quality also constitutes an important premise for the adoption of prestige pricing 
strategies in luxury brand management, with a product’s price contributing significantly 
to quality perceptions (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; Kapferer & Bastien, 2009; Hagtvedt 
& Patrick, 2009:611). 
  
2.9.3 Brand Associations 
 
Brand associations are defined as anything ‘linked’ in memory to a brand and indicated 
that this could be an asset or a liability to the brand (Aaker, 1991:101; Koll, Wallpach 
& Kreuzer, 2008). This observation is supported by Keller (2013:44), who opined that 
brand associations are informational nodes linked to the brand in the memory, which 
include brand knowledge and brand image.  
 
Brand associations create value for the firm and its consumers by differentiating the 
brand and creating positive attitudes or feelings in the consumer’s minds (Sharma, 
2017:46). According to Yuri and Margo (2015), luxury branding typically involves the 
creation of many intangible brand associations, as a luxury brand can deliver various 
symbolic meanings to consumers. Some common symbolic associations with luxury 
brands include prestige, conspicuousness, exclusivity and the extended self 
(Wiedmann, Hennings & Siebels, 2007).  
 
2.9.3.1  Brand Associations and Value Dimensions 
 
Determining the brand associations of a brand requires an analysis of the value 
dimensions or product attributes based on the perceptions of consumers. According 
to Christodulides and de Chernatony (2010), brand associations reflect consumer 
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value dimensions based on the product’s tangible and intangible attributes. The 
literature highlights several fundamental dimensions of luxury value based on a 
number of dominant frameworks (Wiedmann et al., 2007; Tynan, McKechnie & 
Chhuon, 2010; Shukla & Purani, 2011).  
 
Some key conceptualisations of luxury value perceptions include the prestige seeking 
consumer behaviour (PSCB) framework by Vigneron and Johnson (1999); the brand 
luxury index (BLI) also by Vigneron and Johnson (2004); the customer value 
framework for luxury goods (Tynan et al., 2009); and the luxury value dimensions 
according to Wiedmann et al. (2007). Brief descriptions of the main and sub-constructs 
of the first three concepts are outlined in table 2.1.  
 
Table 2.1:  Summary of Major Luxury Value Frameworks and their Sub-Constructs 











• Veblen effect/ perceived conspicuous 
value 
• Snob effect/ perceived uniqueness effect 




• Hedonic effect/ perceived emotional 
value 








• Conspicuous value 
• Uniqueness value 
• Quality value 
Non-personal 
perceptions 
• Hedonic value 


























2.9.4 Luxury Value Dimensions by Wiedmann, Hennigs and Siebels  
 
Amongst the dominant conceptualisations for luxury value by consumers, that by 
Wiedmann et al. (2007) is the most comprehensive, enabling researchers and brand 
managers to successfully create, market and monitor luxury brand value in a cross-
cultural context. The model by Wiedmann et al. (2007) combines the various luxury 
dimensions into a single framework that is applicable across multiple cultures around 
the world. The conceptualisation by Wiedmann et al. (2007) is illustrated in figure 2.1. 
 
 





According to the consumer luxury perception framework by Wiedmann et al. (2007), 
the fundamental value dimensions of luxury brands comprise the following: price 
value, usability value, quality value, uniqueness value, self - identity value, hedonic 
value, materialistic value, conspicuousness value and prestige value. According to 
Wiedmann et al. (2007), the observed components must be evaluated as distinct value 
judgments in any consumer-based brand value analysis. These components are 
elaborated on in the subsequent section.  
 
2.9.4.1. Price value 
 
A direct correlation between price and quality perceptions of a product has been 
established in the literature (Aaker, 1991; Heine, 2012:83). Indeed, status-conscious 
consumers are likely to adopt price as a surrogate indicator of prestige (Yeoman & 
McMahon-Beattie, 2006). The importance of price value is underscored by the 
proclivity of luxury brands to adopt prestige pricing strategies (Yeoman & McMahon-
Beattie, 2006; Kapferer & Bastien, 2009:10). 
 
2.9.4.2  Usability/ Utility Value 
 
Luxury goods are created to fulfil a specific consumer need. The utility of a product is 
determined by the characteristics of the product and its relevance to consumer needs 
(Wiedmann et al., 2007). Since luxury brands are positioned as purveyors of excellent 
products, consumers have high expectations of products by luxury brands (Wiedmann 
et al., 2007). A luxury product must thus excel at serving its intended purpose and last 
for a considerable period.  
 
2.9.4.3  Quality Value 
 
Quality considerations have been established as a fundamental motivation for the 
consumption of luxury goods (Husic & Cicic, 2009). This is congruent with the 
assumption that luxury brands offer greater product quality and satisfaction than non-
luxury brands of the same product category (Heine, 2012). Quality perception is the 
primary motivation for perfectionist consumers with expectations of enhanced value 
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and product longevity. Quality perception is also important to consumers desiring 
lasting products as heirlooms (Vigneron & Johnson, 2017:210). 
 
2.9.4.4  Uniqueness Value 
 
The uniqueness value of a brand is underpinned by the assumption that the perceived 
exclusivity and rareness of the product enhances a consumer’s desire for it 
(Shteyneker, Isaac & Al-Shibami, 2019). Uniqueness value is achieved using precious 
materials and peculiar production techniques. Other brands achieve uniqueness 
through a peculiar stylistic identity. Since luxury is not accessible to everyone, price 
cues are equally significant in creating perceptions of uniqueness and exclusivity 
(Miyazaki, Grewal & Goodstein, 2005; Kapferer & Bastien, 2009:42).  
 
2.9.4.5  Self-Identity Value 
 
In contrast to the external (social) facet of one’s self, the self-identity value refers to 
one’s internalised perceptions of one’s self (Vigneron & Johnson, 2017:208). It is 
widely accepted within the theory of consumer behaviour that self-image congruity 
moderates the relationship between consumers and their perception of a product or 
service (Liu, Mizerski & Soh, 2012). Self-congruity or self-identity value significantly 
impacts on the patronage of luxury brands, as consumers appropriate the semiology 
of luxury to enhance their individual identity (Vigneron & Johnson, 2017:208).  
 
2.9.4.6  Hedonic Value 
 
Hedonism is expressed as the quest for arousing feelings and affective states that 
result from personal indulgences and fulfilment (Vigneron & Johnson, 2017:209). 
Studies in the field of luxury consumption have shown that luxury products are likely 
to provide emotional value in addition to their functional utility (Choo, Moon, Kim & 
Yoon, 2012). Indeed, Kapferer and Bastien (2009:21), while exploring the concept of 
luxury for self, suggest that hedonism may take precedence over functional utility in 
the consumption of luxury goods. Hedonism is expressed alternatively as the 
emotional response associated with luxury consumption, such as sensory pleasure, 




2.9.4.7  Materialistic Value 
 
Materialism is defined as the pursuit of wealth and possessions (Hudders & 
Pandelaere, 2012). According to Lertwannawit and Mandhachitara (2012), 
materialistic consumers may assign a high priority to the acquisition of material 
possessions such as luxury goods. Research has established that materialistic 
consumers rely heavily on external cues, favouring those possessions that are worn 
or consumed in public places (Hudders & Pandelaere, 2012).  
 
2.9.4.8  Conspicuous Value 
 
The desire for conspicuousness has been established as the oldest antecedent to 
luxury consumption (Patsiaouras & Fitchett, 2012). Conspicuous consumption is a 
socially driven antecedent, which is susceptible to one’s reference group (Vigneron & 
Johnson, 2017:207). While contemporary literature underscores the diminishing 
influence of conspicuous motives in mature luxury markets, conspicuousness remains 
relevant in the relatively less matured markets in emerging economies (Jaikumar & 
Sarin, 2015; Huang & Wang, 2018).  
 
2.9.4.9  Prestige Value in Social Networks 
 
The quest for prestige value in social networks is closely connected to consumers’ 
need for conspicuousness, since both are socially oriented attributes. The term 
‘bandwagon effect’, first conceptualised by Leibenstein (1950), is used to describe the 
tendency for consumers to conform to the majority opinion of their reference groups 





2.10 BRAND LOYALTY 
 
Brand loyalty is a measure of the attachment of consumers to a brand (Aaker, 
1991:44). It reflects the likelihood of a consumer to switch to another brand of the 
same category should there be a situational change in their circumstances or a change 
in price and features of the product (Aaker, 1991:45). Brand loyalty leads to marketing 
advantages as the same brand is repeatedly purchased by loyal consumers who feel 
that they derive superior satisfaction from that brand in comparison to the competition, 
thereby reducing the vulnerability of that brand to competitive action (Aaker, 1991:29; 
Lee & Workman, 2015).  
 
According to Rubinson and Baldinger (1996), brand loyalty includes affective loyalty 
and action loyalty. Similarly, other researchers have categorised brand loyalty into two 
dimensions: behavioural and attitudinal loyalty (Chahal & Bala, 2010; Esmaeilpour, 
2015; Lu & Xu, 2015). While many researchers propose a distinction between 
behavioural and attitudinal loyalty, little consensus exists in this regard. 
 
Thakur and Kaur (2015) identified affective loyalty as a construct synonymous to 
attitudinal loyalty and defined as the loyalty that is displayed through a preference or 
attraction to the brand. This type of loyalty has the highest propensity to animate 
consumers and motivate a purchase decision (Thakur & Kaur, 2015). Action or 
behavioural loyalty, on the other hand, refers to an established pattern of consumer 
behaviour characterised by the inclination to purchase and repurchase a specific 
brand (Lee & Workman, 2015; Esmaeilpour, 2015).  
 
2.11 OVERALL BRAND EQUITY AND PURCHASE AND REPURCHASE 
INTENTIONS  
 
As established in the previous sections of this chapter, CBBE variables have assumed 
significant importance in brand management and marketing literature. However, 
usefulness of insight into factors that influence CBBE variables is greatly enhanced 
when modelled against value outcomes such as overall brand equity and 
purchase/repurchase intentions (Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Christodoulides & de 
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Chernatony, 2010). Overall brand equity and purchase/repurchase intentions are thus 
explored in the subsequent sections. 
 
2.11.1 Overall Brand Equity 
 
The term ‘overall brand equity’ was pioneered by Yoo and Donthu (2001) in their 
approach to measuring CBBE. Overall brand equity is defined as the aggregate of 
brand equity contributions from the CBBE variables and is explored as an outcome 
variable in the measurement of CBBE. Consequently, many conceptual models 
assessing brand equity in the current literature have established a significant 
relationship between the four brand equity variables and overall brand equity (Jung & 
Shen, 2011).  
 
2.11.2 Purchase Intentions 
 
Purchase intention refers to the consumer’s intention to acquire or patronise a brand 
or the psychic state that expresses the perception of persons participants and 
behaviour (Abdullah & Yu, 2019:54). According to Singh and Spears (2004), purchase 
intentions are personal action tendencies relating to the brand that emanate from 
established attitudes. Whereas attitudes result from summary evaluations, intentions 
represent a conscious effort to act (Singh & Spears, 2004:55).  
 
Attitude and purchase intention, though distinct, are positively correlated constructs in 
consumer behaviour (Kim & Ko, 2010:1481).  According to the theory of reasoned 
action, consumers are rational and make systematic use of the information available 
to them. Thus the individual's attitude affects his/her behavioural intention (Ajzen & 
Fishbein, 2000:26). It is expected therefore that once resonance is achieved, the 
resultant favourable attitude will translate to purchase intentions (Bian & Forsythe, 
2012:1449). 
 
2.12 CONCLUSION  
 
This chapter provided a broad overview of the global luxury goods industry and 
contextualised the growing importance of emerging markets in the global luxury 
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economy. The chapter also explored how South Africa’s luxury goods market is 
plagued by the peculiar challenge of unfavourable consumer disposition towards 
South African luxury fashion brands, which provided the motivation for the research. 
It also defined the subjective concept of luxury fashion, brand equity and the dominant 
CBBE approach according to Aaker (1991).  
 
It also explored in greater depth the four main dimensions of the CBBE, identified as 
brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association and brand loyalty. Other 
discussions included the luxury consumer value frameworks, with an emphasis on the 
value framework by Wiedmann et al., (2007). The next chapter will explore the 
theoretical model of the research and the development of the hypotheses based on 





























3.1 INTRODUCTION  
 
The previous chapter discussed the core concepts of brand equity and the 
dimensionality of Aaker’s (1991) CBBE. This chapter explores the relationships 
between Aaker’s (1991) CBBE variables in proposing a theoretical model for the 
research.  This section also presents the research objectives and formulates a set of 
hypotheses to address them. The proposed theoretical model is presented in the form 
of a flow chart to aid the analysis.  
 
3.2 THEORETICAL MODEL CONCEPTUALISATION AND THE HYPOTHESIS 
DEVELOPMENT 
 
Theoretical models are essential to academic enquiry. A theory explains the 
phenomenon under study by identifying its main constructs and the relationships that 
exist between them (Whetten, 2009:219). The constructs of interest and their 
interrelationships are the fundamental building blocks in the development of theories 
(Whetten, 2009:219). A theoretical model is a simple graphical model that explains the 
theoretical proposition of the study and eases empirical scrutiny of the theory 
(Whetten, 2009:220). This section establishes a point of convergence for all the 
constructs explored in the literature review utilising a simple graphical model to 
illustrate the proposed interrelationships between the constructs.  
 
A hypothesis is generally an educated guess of how the social world works. Kumar 
(2011:82) defined it as a hunch, an assumption, or an assertion about a phenomenon, 
relationship or situation of which the reality is obscure. While the formulation of a 
hypothesis is not crucial to research, it is useful for establishing direction, as well as 
introducing specificity and focus to a research study (Kumar, 2011:82). Furthermore, 
the formulation of a hypothesis is fundamental to the development of the theoretical 
model, as it provides most simplistically the interrelationships between the constructs 




There are two types of hypothesis: an alternative hypothesis and a null hypothesis. 
The alternative hypothesis refers to the researcher’s approximate description of the 
phenomenon, expressed as a relationship between two or more variables of interest 
(Tredoux & Durrheim, 2002:127). The null hypothesis proposes the absence of any 
meaningful relationships between the variables or constructs of interest (Tredoux & 
Durrheim, 2002:127). In all instances, the null hypothesis qualifies the reverse 
outcome of the researcher’s expectation (Tredoux & Durrheim, 2002:128) 
 
The outcome of the hypothesis testing determines the acceptance or rejection of the 
null hypothesis. In statistical analysis, the null hypothesis is rejected when the 
predicted relationship between two or more variables is established (Tredoux & 
Durrheim, 2002:129). On the contrary, the alternative hypothesis is rejected when the 
analysis fails to establish any meaningful relationship between the variables of interest 
(Tredoux & Durrheim, 2002:129). 
 
3.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
 
In Chapter one, the overarching aim of the research was stated as an investigation to 
determine CBBE of South African luxury fashion brands. In line with the aim of the 
study, the following research objectives were formulated:  
 
Objective 1: To determine the strength of CBBE variables of South African luxury 
fashion brands: brand awareness, brand association, perceived quality 
and brand loyalty 
Objective 2: To determine the significance of CBBE variables as predictors of overall 
brand equity and purchase/repurchase intention of South African luxury 
fashion brands 
Objective 3: To determine the most influential CBBE variables on overall brand equity 
and purchase/repurchase intention of South African luxury fashion 





3.4. ALTERNATIVE HYPOTHESES 
 
3.4.1. Alternative Hypotheses for Objective 1 
 
The following univariate alternative hypotheses are formulated to address Objective 
1: 
 
Ha 1: South African luxury fashion brands have a weak brand awareness 
amongst luxury consumers. 
 
Ha 2: South African luxury fashion brands have weak quality perception amongst 
luxury consumers. 
 
Ha 3: South African luxury fashion brands have unfavourable brand 
associations amongst luxury consumers. 
   
Ha 4: South African luxury fashion brands have weak brand loyalty amongst 
luxury consumers. 
 
3.4.2. Alternative Hypotheses for Objective 2 
 
The following bivariate alternative hypotheses are formulated to address Objective 2: 
 
Ha 5: Brand awareness of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct and 
significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Ha 6: The perceived quality of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Ha 7: Brand associations of South African luxury fashion brands have a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
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Ha 8: Brand loyalty towards South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Ha 9: Overall brand equity of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on the purchase/repurchase intention of 
consumers. 
 
3.5 DEVELOPING THE PROPOSED THEORETICAL MODEL 
 
The following discussion takes a closer look at the relationship between each of the 
four CBBE variables and the variables of overall brand equity and 
purchase/repurchase intention. The CBBE variables include brand awareness, brand 
associations, perceived quality and brand loyalty, as previously discussed. The 
relevant literature supporting the hypothesised relationship between a pair of variables 
is discussed before the hypothesis is presented. For each hypothesis, the relationship 
between a pair of variables is also depicted graphically with a directional arrow from 
the causative variable to the outcome variable.  
 
3.5.1 Brand awareness and overall brand equity 
 
This section draws from the earlier definitions of brand awareness and overall brand 
equity and proposes a relationship between the two constructs. Brand awareness was 
defined as the extent to which consumers can recognise a brand as part of a particular 
product category (Aaker, 1991:61; Keller, 2013:311; Jin & Cedrola, 2017:4). Overall 
brand equity was conceptualised by Yoo and Donthu (2001), who defined it as the 
aggregate of brand equity resulting from the four CBBE variables. 
 
Brand awareness is perceived as the most fundamental of the four brand equity 
variables since consumers cannot form value perceptions or equity for brands they 
are not aware of (Aaker 1991:62; Keller, 2013:312; Jin & Cedrola, 2017:4). 
Accordingly, the literature proposes a positive relationship between brand awareness 
and overall brand equity (Washburn & Plank, 2002:47). This proposed relationship is 




Ha 5: Brand awareness of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct and 




Figure 3.1:  Hypothesised relationship between brand awareness and overall brand 
equity. 
 
3.5.2 Perceived Quality and Overall Brand Equity 
 
Perceived quality was defined as the consumer’s subjective evaluation of brand 
superiority (Jin & Cedrola, 2017:4). Quality considerations are critical to the evaluation 
of luxury brands and contribute significantly to overall brand equity. In establishing a 
relationship between quality and overall brand equity, it can be argued within the remit 
of extant literature that higher quality perceptions directly and significantly impact on 
overall brand equity (Low & Lamb, 2000; Buil et al., 2008; Keller, 2013; Esmaeilpour, 
2015; Fritz, Schoenmueller & Bruhn, 2017; Sharma, 2017). This proposed relationship 
is depicted by the hypothesis shown below and the diagram shown in Figure 3.2. 
 
Ha 6: The perceived quality of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 












3.5.3 Brand Associations and Overall Brand Equity 
 
Brand associations are defined as anything linked in memory to a brand that could 
either be an asset or a liability to the brand (Aaker, 1991; Koll et al., 2008). Brand 
associations are multi-dimensional and may constitute a range of perceptions peculiar 
to every consumer. According to Keller (2013:50), brand associations are 
informational nodes that are linked to the brand in the memory. These memory nodes 
include brand knowledge, which is the combination of brand awareness and image. In 
line with literature, it can be argued that a direct and positive relationship exists 
between brand association variables and overall brand equity (Aaker, 1991:30; Keller, 
2012:). This proposed relationship is depicted by the hypothesis shown below and the 
diagram shown in Figure 3.3. 
 
Ha 7: Brand associations of South African luxury fashion brands have a direct 




Figure 3.3:  Hypothesised relationship between brand associations and overall 
brand equity. 
 
3.5.4 Brand Loyalty and Overall Brand Equity 
 
Brand loyalty is the core of brand equity (Aaker, 1991:44). Brand loyalty was defined 
as the measure of attachment to a brand (Aaker, 1991:44; Lee & Workman, 2015). 
Loyal customers have a strong commitment to a brand because they believe that it 
provides superior satisfaction compared to competing alternatives (Schultz & Block, 
2015). It follows, therefore, that a positive relationship exists between brand loyalty 
and overall brand equity. In other words, strong brand loyalty indicates enhanced or 
strong brand equity (Riaz, Kumaresan, Aruna, Charles, & Raj, 2014:27; Sharma, 
2017:5). This proposed relationship is depicted by the hypothesis shown below and 




Ha 8: Brand loyalty towards South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
 
Figure 3.4:  Hypothesised relationship between brand loyalty and overall brand 
equity.  
 
3.5.5  Interrelation Between Brand Awareness, Perceived Quality, Brand 
Awareness, Brand Loyalty and Overall Brand Equity 
 
Based on the foregone discussion that suggests a positive relationship between the 
four CBBE variables (brand awareness, perceived quality, brand awareness and 




Figure 3.5:  Proposed Relationship between CBBE Variables and Overall Brand 
Equity. 
 
3.5.6  Overall brand equity and purchase intentions 
 
Purchase intention as an essential construct of this study was also defined as the 
consumer’s consideration to acquire or patronise a brand at present or in the near 
future (Kim & Ko, 2010:167). The literature on consumer behaviour and theories such 
as the reasoned action theory suggests that a positive or favourable overall brand 
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equity will positively influence a person’s behavioural intentions towards the brand 
(Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000). It is expected therefore that a positive overall brand equity 
will have a direct or positive relationship with purchase and/or repurchase intentions 
(Bian & Forsythe, 2012:1445). This proposed relationship is depicted by the 
hypothesis shown in Figure 3.6. 
 
Ha 9: Overall brand equity of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 





Figure 3.6:  Hypothesised relationship between overall brand equity and   
  purchase/repurchase intention. 
 
3.6 PROPOSED THEORETICAL MODEL  
 
Based on the foregone discussion on the relationship between brand awareness, 
perceived quality, brand associations, and brand loyalty and overall brand equity and 
purchase/repurchase intention, the theoretical model presented in Figure 3.7 
graphically illustrates the relationships between the constructs and variables under 









This chapter presented a brief definition of the constructs under study and further 
explored the variables of Aaker’s (1991) consumer-based brand equity model. The 
chapter also developed a set of hypotheses based on the objectives of the study and 
the proposed relationships between the variables of interest, after which a theoretical 
model was developed to represent the relationships between the variables of interest. 
The next chapter will provide an in-depth analysis of the research design, data 









The previous chapter presented an integrated conceptual model that incorporated the 
hypothesised relationships between the predictor CBBE variables and the outcome 
variables of overall brand equity and purchase/repurchase intention. This chapter 
explores the research methodology, providing an overview of the research design and 
the specific techniques or methods adopted to address the research question, along 
with justification for the researcher’s choice.  
 
4.2 RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
Research design is the grand strategy by which the research problem, question, and 
or hypothesis will be addressed (Clow & James, 2014:34). It is the blueprint that guides 
the collection, measurement and analysis of the research data (Clow & James, 
2014:34). The choice of a research design is dependent on the nature and objective 
of the research problem. Other factors that influence the research design include the 
skill set of the researcher, the parameters of the study such as sample population size, 
as well as available time and financial resources (Kothari, 2004:34). There are three 
main types of research methods, namely quantitative methods, qualitative methods 
and mixed methods, each of which requires a different mix of elements in achieving 
coherent research (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016:164). 
 
This research adopted quantitative methods, an approach that involves the collection, 
analysis and interpretation of statistical data (Saunders et al., 2016:165). Quantitative 
research uses data collection techniques such as questionnaires to generate numeric 
outcomes in the form of descriptive and inferential statistics (Saunders et al., 
2016:166). The quantitative method was adopted for this research due to the 
objectives of the research question which sought to determine a causal relationship 
between CBBE variables. The quantitative method also proved suitable to the study’s 
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quest to generalise the findings of a sample population to a broader target population 
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2016:83; Saunders et al., 2016:166). 
 
4.3 RESEARCH METHOD 
 
The study made use of a survey to collect data. Survey research involves the 
acquisition of information from a group of people regarding their characteristics, 
opinions, attitudes or previous experiences with the help of structured questionnaires 
that are amenable to statistical analysis (Leedy & Ormrod, 2016:141).  Survey 
strategies using questionnaires are popular, as they allow the collection of 
standardised data from a sizeable population in a highly economical way (Saunders 
et al., 2016:181).  
 
The outcomes of a quantitative survey include various descriptive statistics that exhibit 
trends, attitudes and opinions of the sample group which may be generalised to the 
broader population (Leedy & Ormrod, 2016:141). The choice of a quantitative survey 
design was premised on the purpose of the study, which sought to determine 
consumer-based brand equity of South African luxury fashion brands based on the 
responses of a sample population. 
 
4.4 TARGET POPULATION 
 
The universal population refers to the full set of cases from which a sample is drawn. 
This unit represents the population to which the researcher seeks to generalise the 
research findings (Asiamah, Mensah & Oteng-Abayie, 2017:1608). In instances where 
the universal population is small, it is possible to use the entire population in order to 
ensure the greatest accuracy in predictive outcomes. This is termed a census (Clow 
& James, 2014:226; Saunders et al., 2016:272). However, due to limitations of time, 
money and sometimes access to the target population, it is impractical to research 
whole populations (Clow & James, 2014:226).  
 
The limitations associated with researching the universal population necessitate the 
adoption of sampling techniques that refine the scope of the research population. The 
process begins with the identification of a target population, a subset of the universal 
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population often defined by parameters such as geography, demography or other 
broadly defined characteristics (Saunders et al., 2016:274).  
 
The target population of this research was the city of Johannesburg, the provincial 
capital of Gauteng, and the most racially diverse cosmopolitan city in South Africa. 
The city of Johannesburg has the highest concentration of high-net-worth individuals 
in Africa and possesses a vibrant luxury retail industry, with leading luxury retail 
hotspots in Sandton City, Melrose Arch, Hyde Park Corner and the Mall of Africa 
(Euromonitor, 2019). 
 
4.5 SAMPLING TECHNIQUES 
 
A sample population is the finite part of a population to which the research treatment 
is applied such that each member of the population has an equal chance of receiving 
the same treatment (de Vos, Strydom, Fouche & Delport, 2017:194). The process of 
acquiring this finite population is known as sampling. Sampling reduces the 
researcher’s burden considerably as it constitutes the most convenient and practical 
method in acquiring outcomes that are generalisable to the target population (de Vos 
et al., 2017:195) 
 
According to McDaniel and Gates (2015), the sample population is acquired through 
probability or non-probability techniques. With probability sampling, every element in 
the population has an equal chance or a known likelihood of being included in the 
sample population (McDaniel & Gates, 2010:56). While probability or random 
sampling is recommended by the literature, its operationalisation is only feasible in 
circumstances where the population under study is small and all its members are 
known (Leedy & Ormrod, 2016:161). 
 
In non-probability sampling, the researcher has no way of predicting or guaranteeing 
that each member of the population will be represented in the sample (Leedy & 
Ormrod, 2016:165). The selection process is moderated almost entirely by chance 
and the personal judgement of the researcher (Clow & James, 2014:230). Non-
probability sampling techniques include convenience sampling, quota sampling, 
37 
 
purposive sampling, target sampling, snowballing and spatial sampling (Martin & 
Bridgmon, 2012; Clow & James, 2014:231).  
 
This research combined convenience and quota sampling techniques. Convenience 
sampling, as the name suggests, is employed primarily for reasons of convenience 
(McDaniel & Gates, 2015:325). This approach is, however, far from arbitrary, as the 
researcher is tasked with the identification of prospective respondents based on a 
specific set of characteristics that maximises the likelihood of achieving adequate 
representation (Martin & Bridgmon, 2012:56). In this study, respondents were 
conveniently acquired from a pool of shoppers at specific high-end and luxury retail 
centres, as well as high profile fashion events in Johannesburg. 
 
Quota sampling is a sampling technique that ensures that an equitable distribution of 
particular categories of the population are present in the study (Clow & James, 
2014:232; de Vos et al., 2017:202). In this study, an attempt was made to acquire an 
equal quota of patrons and non-patrons of South African luxury fashion brands. This 
was premised on the need to acquire insights on the attitudes of both segments 
towards South African luxury fashion brands.  
 
4.6 SAMPLE SIZE 
 
There are several important factors to consider in determining the ideal sample size 
for a research study. Some of these factors include the homogeneity of the target 
population, the time and financial resources available to the researcher and the 
accessibility of respondents (Clow & James, 2014:238; Saunders et al., 2016:274). 
The sample size is also determined by the research objectives and the choice of 
research methodology (Saunders et al., 2016:297). Tabachnick and Fidell (2014) 
recommend a sample size ranging between 100 and 150 cases for studies that employ 
factor analysis. Others recommend a minimum of 200 cases for a study that employs 
structural equation modelling (Kline, 2011:12).  
 
Based on the conventions of literature and expert advice from Statistical Consultation 
Services of the University of Johannesburg (STATSKON), a sample size of 200 
responses was proposed. However, 130 responses were acquired, indicating a 
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sample realisation rate of 65%. The shortfall in the sample realisation rate was due to 
the difficulty in accessing respondents from the niche and discreet luxury consumer 
market. Furthermore, limitations on time and financial resources also curtailed the 
sampling process. The acquired sample of 130 respondents was, nonetheless, 
deemed adequate for the requisite statistical analysis.   
 
4.7 DATA COLLECTION 
 
To facilitate the data collection process, an electronic questionnaire survey was 
developed and deployed using Google Forms. Purposive and quota sampling 
techniques were employed, with respondents acquired through mall intercepts at 
Johannesburg’s leading luxury retail centres of Hyde Park Corner, Sandton City, Mall 
of Africa and Melrose Arch. A mall-intercept survey involves approaching shoppers in 
public areas of shopping malls and inviting them to participate in a survey (McDaniel 
& Gates, 2015:125). The acquired respondents were encouraged to complete the 
electronic survey on their digital devices. This strategy was extended to guests and 
South African luxury fashion enthusiasts at the 2019 Spring-Summer edition of the 
African Fashion International fashion week in Johannesburg.  
 
The mall intercept technique was supplemented with an online electronic survey 
questionnaire that was disseminated through solicited emails to prospective 
respondents. The email list was accomplished with the help of a few South African 
luxury fashion brands that disseminated links to the questionnaire amongst their 
database of customers. The designers, in order to mitigate any ethical concerns, first 
established pre-survey contacts with prospective respondents to introduce the subject 
matter of the research (Saunders et al., 2016:231). However, the internet-mediated 
approach yielded little success with a relatively low response rate.    
 
4.8 DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 
 
In the study, the data was collected using a survey questionnaire. A questionnaire, 
also referred to as a measurement scale, is a tool with a predetermined number of 
closed-ended responses that is used to obtain answers to a research question (Hair, 
Hult, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2016:7; Saunders et al., 2016:437). The questionnaire for this 
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research was a self-administered survey questionnaire, which comprised of 53 items 
categorised into 5 subscales and requiring approximately 10 minutes to complete. The 
subscales of the questionnaire evaluated the suitability of potential respondents for 
the research, the demographic information of respondents, as well as the core 
dimensions of consumer-based brand equity.  
 
The questionnaire was captured electronically, making it a web questionnaire 
accessible on Google Forms (Saunders et al., 2016:440). The hyperlink to the Google 
Forms was disseminated by email to respondents. This approach was cost-effective 
to the researcher but also proved convenient to the respondents, which marginally 
improved the response rate. It also made it possible to monitor the flow of responses 
based on the quota required for both patrons and non-patrons of South African luxury 
fashion brands, offering the researcher a reasonable amount of control in acquiring 
suitable responses.  
 
4.8.1 Construct Definition and Scope 
 
The development of an effective measurement scale is fundamental to a good 
research outcome. In order to achieve this, the items of a multi-scale measurement 
must be based on a sound theoretical framework with the construct’s domain 
thoroughly delineated (Bearden, Netemeyer & Haws, 2011:5). The theoretical 
definition, the domain of the construct, and its dimensionality should be derived from 
a thorough review of the existing literature and, ideally, expert opinion. 
 
In the development of the multi-item scale, the following constructs were identified 
based on Aaker’s (1991) CBBE: 
 
1) The four brand equity variables of CBBE according to Aaker (1991): 
• brand awareness; 
• brand associations/ value dimensions;  
• perceived quality; and  




2) The outcome variables: 
• overall brand equity; 
• purchase/ re-purchase intentions 
 
Following the definition of the concepts of the research and the hypothesised 
interrelationships between each of them, a proposed theoretical model, as established 




Figure 4.1:  Proposed Theoretical Model  
 
4.8.2 Operationalisation of constructs  
 
There are complexities to and alternate definitions for every measurable theoretical 
construct. This necessitates the crucial process of construct operationalisation. The 
operationalisation of constructs from the objectives of the research entails specifying 
how a construct is to be measured and its effective scope (Martin & Bridgmon, 
2012:55). The constructs of this research, which include brand awareness, perceived 
quality, brand associations, brand loyalty, overall brand equity and 
purchase/repurchase intention, were operationalised based on the literature. Table 
4.1 presents the operational definitions of the constructs, their relevant measurement 





Table 4.1:  Operationalisation of the Research Constructs 
 




5.1 To what extent do you know South African 
luxury fashion brands? 
(Zhang & Kim, 
2013:73) 
5.2 To what extent can you identify South 
African luxury fashion brands among other 
competing luxury fashion brands? 
5.3 I can quickly recall the symbols or logos of 
South African luxury fashion brands. 
Perceived 
Quality - 
6.1 The quality of South African luxury fashion 












6.2 The durability of South African luxury fashion 
brands is … 
6.3 The level of craftsmanship of South African 






7.1 South African luxury fashion brands appear 
to be functional. 
7.2 South African luxury fashion brands appear 




















7.3 South African luxury fashion brands are 
aesthetically unique. 
7.4 South African luxury fashion brands are rare. 
Hedonic 
value 
7.5 South African luxury fashion brands have a 
strong sensory appeal. 








7.8 South African luxury fashion brands have a 
strong personal meaning to me. 
Materialistic 
value 




7.10 South African luxury fashion brands are 
prestigious. 
7.11 South African luxury fashion brands are for 
the wealthy and successful. 
Price value 
7.12 South African luxury fashion brands are 
expensive. 
7.13 South African luxury fashion brands are 
worth the high price. 
7.14 South African luxury fashion brands make 




Table 4.1 (continued):  Operationalisation of the Research Constructs 





8.1 South African luxury fashion brands are 




















8.2 I am curious to learn more about South 
African luxury fashion brands. 
8.3 I admire people who wear South African 
luxury fashion brands. 
8.4 I would like to be seen wearing a South 
African luxury fashion brand. 
** 8.5 South African luxury fashion brands do not 
appeal to me (reverse scored item). 
Behavioural 
loyalty 
8.6 I consider myself loyal to South African 
luxury fashion brands. 
8.7 South African luxury fashion would be my 
first choice. 
8.8 I will not buy from other luxury fashion 
brands if there is a South African luxury fashion 
brand. 
8.9 I would not mind paying a higher price for my 
favourite South African luxury fashion brand. 
8.10 I am likely to recommend a South African 
luxury fashion brand to a friend. 
Overall 
Brand Equity - 
9.1 It makes sense to buy from a South African 
luxury fashion brand instead of any other brand, 
even if they are the same. 
(Yoo, Donthu & 
Lee, 2000) 
 
9.2 Even if another brand has the same features 
as a South African luxury fashion brand, I would 
prefer to buy a South African luxury fashion 
brand. 
9.3 If another brand is as good as South African 
luxury fashion brands, I prefer to buy South 
African luxury fashion brands. 
9.3 If another brand is not different from a South 
African luxury fashion brand, it seems smarter to 






10.1 What is the likelihood of you purchasing a 
garment and/or accessory from a South African 
luxury fashion brand? 
(Kim  
& Ko, 2010) 
10.2 I intend to purchase a garment and/or 
accessory from a South African luxury fashion 
brand in the next 12 months. 
10.3 When I next purchase a garment and/or 
accessory from a luxury fashion brand, I will buy 
from a South African brand. 
10.4 I would be willing to buy from a South 
African brand when I next purchase a luxury 




Table 4.1 (continued):  Operationalisation of the Research Constructs 





11.1 What is the likelihood of you purchasing 
garments and/or accessories from a South 
African luxury fashion brand again? 
- 
11.2 I intend purchasing garments and/or 
accessories from a South African luxury fashion 
brand in the next 12 months. 
11.3 When I next purchase a luxury garment 
and/or accessory, I will buy from a South African 
brand. 
11.4 I would be willing to buy from a South 
African brand the next time I go shopping for a 
luxury fashion garment and/or accessory.  
 
4.8.3 Sequence of items in the questionnaire 
 
The order of the questions in the questionnaire (see Appendix B) is important to its 
success in data collection. This is because the sequence or order may sustain the 
interest and cooperation of respondents in answering all of the questions (Saunders 
et al., 2016:466). Consequently, the questionnaire was structured to probe the various 
dimensions of the research to address its core objectives. It was categorised under 
five sections and labelled as Sections A, B, C, D and E to address each of the research 
dimension listed below: 
 
• Section A: Qualifying questions 
• Section B: Aaker’s four dimensions of CBBE 
• Section C: Overall brand equity 
• Section D: Purchase and repurchase intentions 




Table 4.2:  Overview of the General Sequencing of the Questionnaire 








As a general eligibility criterion, the potential respondent must 
be a patron of luxury fashion brands irrespective of the origin 
of the brand (international or South African). More specific 
criteria were provided as follows: 
1. The respondent must have purchased a garment 
and/or accessory from at least one South African 
luxury fashion brand; or 
2. Purchased a garment or accessories from an 
international luxury fashion brand. 
Main questions 
To obtain 







This was captured in 3 sections: B, C and D. Each section 
provided a brief description of the objectives and instructions 
on how to answer them. 
Demographics 









The items in this section were simple and carefully structured 
to elicit the full cooperation of respondents. It was kept as the 
last section based on recommendations in literature. 
 
4.9 DATA ANALYSIS 
 
This section explores the data analysis procedure and statistical techniques employed 
in addressing the research question. The first stage of the data analysis process was 
a careful examination and coding of the acquired responses. The coded data was 
subjected to statistical analysis with assistance from the University of Johannesburg’s 
Statistical Consultation Services (STATSKON). The results obtained from STATSKON 
were presented as descriptive statistics comprising tables, pie charts and bar graphs. 
The data was subjected to validity and reliability tests using the Cronbach alpha 
coefficient as well as a reduction procedure using factor analysis. The final stage of 
the analysis involved establishing findings through inferential statistical techniques. 
 
Statistics in research functions as a tool in designing research, analysing its data and 
drawing empirically sound conclusions (Kothari, 2004:102). Before any empirical 
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conclusions can be drawn, the raw data acquired from the research survey must be 
adequately processed and reduced to make it amenable to higher-order analysis 
(Kothari, 2004:131). There are two distinct levels of statistical analysis. These are 
descriptive statistics, which refers to the first-order analysis of extracting certain 
characteristics from the raw data; and inferential statistics, which refers to a second-
order analysis that involves generalisations based on the patterns of findings (Kothari, 
2004:131).  
 
4.9.1 Descriptive Statistics 
 
Data analysis constitutes the computation of certain indices or measures to unearth 
fundamental characteristics of the acquired data, as well as to establish patterns of 
relationship that exists among sub-groups within the data (Meyers, Gamst & Guraino, 
2013). Descriptive statistics provide researchers with a set of fundamental summary 
statistics that describes the nature of the distributions of the raw quantitative data. The 
most adopted descriptive statistics are measures of central tendency, which include 
the mean, the median and the mode; and measures of dispersion, mostly captured 
with standard deviation.   
 
4.9.2 Mean, Median and Standard Deviation 
 
The mean, also known as the arithmetic average, is the sum of all scores in the 
distribution divided by the number of cases. The median refers to the middle score in 
a distribution after the scores have been arranged in an ascending or descending 
order, while the mode refers to the most common or frequently occurring score in the 
distribution (Reimann, Filzmoser, Garret & Dutter, 2008:51).  
 
Standard deviation, on the other hand, evaluates the nature of dispersion of data 
around the mean and is measured as the square root of the average squared deviation 
from the mean (Reimann et al., 2008:56). This research employed two main 
descriptive statistics for the frequency distribution of the acquired data. These were 




4.9.3 Inferential Statistics 
 
Inferential statistics are higher-order sampling procedures that focus primarily on the 
estimation of population parameters and the testing of statistical hypotheses (Kothari, 
2004:131). This research employed several inferential statistics to establish 
empirically sound conclusions. These included the Pearson’s Chi - square test, 
Friedman’s One-way ANOVA, the Mann - Whitney U-test, the Kruskal-Wallace test, 
as well as the multiple-correlation and regression analysis. There are two core 
approaches along with distinct sets of tests that can be adopted when conducting 
inferential statistics. These two approaches are known as parametric and non-
parametric tests.  
 
However, the choice between the two main forms of inferential statistics is determined 
by the nature of the statistical distribution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014:39). This requires 
determining the normality in the distribution or otherwise of the statistical data 
(Woodrow, 2014:135; Leedy & Ormrod, 2016:222). In circumstances where the data 
is normally distributed, parametric tests are adopted, whereas non-parametric tests 
are employed for data that is not normally distributed (Pallant, 2016:240). Non-
parametric tests are also ideal for studies with a small sample size, such as this 
research study (Pallant, 2016:240). The test of normality was therefore conducted as 
a precursor to undertaking inferential statistics.  
 
4.9.4 Test of Normality 
 
The test of normality was conducted using the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
tests, as well as the assessment of the skewness and kurtosis of the frequency 
distribution (Meyers et al., 2013:140). The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics 
ranged between 0.117 and 0.250 and were all significant at p =0.000 (p<0.05), while 
the Shapiro-Wilk tests also registered scores between 0.896 and 0.939 with 
significance of p = 0.000 (p<0.050).  
 
The significance of both test scores being p < 0.05 for all the variables indicated a 
violation of the normality assumption and necessitated the adoption of non-parametric 
higher-order bivariate tests (Meyers et al., 2013;140). Further assessment of the 
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normality curve and the skewness and kurtosis of the frequency distribution affirmed 
the lack of normality (See Figures 5.16 - 5.23 in Appendix D). Due to the violation of 
normality in the distribution of the frequencies as well as the relatively small sample 
size, the research adopted non-parametric tests such as the Chi-square test, the 
Kruskal-Wallis test, the Mann-Whitney U-test and the Spearman’s Rho for the 
inferential analysis.  
 
4.9.5 The Chi - Square Test 
 
The Chi - square test is a non-parametric test used to determine the relationship 
between two categorical variables (Kothari, 2004:229; Pallant, 2016:244). The Chi-
square test is based on a null hypothesis that predicts the absence of a significant 
relationship between two categorical variables. This is referred to as the test of 
dependence. The significance of an observed relationship is premised on the result of 
the p-value and is accepted if p < 0.05 (Pallant, 2016:244). This research adopted Chi 
- square tests to evaluate the outcomes of cross-tabulations comparing the responses 
for sub-segments of the sample population. The cross-tabulations involved the impact 
of the sub-categories: gender, age, ethnicity, educational qualification and disposable 
monthly income on the patronage or non-patronage of South African luxury fashion 
brands.  
 
4.9.6 The Mann-Whitney U-Test 
 
The higher-order multivariate analysis included a comparison analysis, which 
examined how respondents ranked the empirical brand equity variables based on their 
patronage habits (patrons and non-patrons) and gender (male and female). This was 
to determine whether the gender of respondents had a significant influence on the 
likelihood of patronising South African luxury fashion brands. This analysis required 
the Mann-Whitney U-test, which tests differences between two independent groups 
on a continuous measure (Woodrow, 2014:136; Pallant, 2016:258). The Mann-
Whitney U-test evaluates significant differences between two groups by ranking the 
mean of the responses for both groups and determining the z-scores (Woodrow, 
2014;140). The p-value with significance score of p<0.05 is relied upon once again to 




4.9.7 The Kruskal - Wallis Test 
 
The Kruskal-Wallis test is another non-parametric test used to simultaneously 
compare the mean rank differences amongst three or more data groups (Reimann et 
al., 2012:161; Pallant, 2016:263). The Kruskal-Wallis test is also based on a null 
hypothesis that predicts the absence of a significant relationship between the data 
groups for comparison. The Kruskal-Wallis test is interpreted with three output 
statistics: The Chi - Square value, the degree of freedom (df) and the significance level 
(p) (Pallant, 2016:267). The relationship is assumed to be statistically significant if the 
p-value is less than .05 (Pallant, 2016:267). The Kruskal-Wallis test examined how 
respondents ranked the empirical brand equity variables based on the sub-categories 
of ethnicity and disposable income. 
 
4.9.8 Factor Analysis 
 
Factor analysis is a statistical procedure that takes large sets of variables and 
determines how best the data may be reduced or summarised into a smaller set of 
factors or components (Pallant, 2016:203). This is accomplished by summarising the 
underlying patterns of correlation to unearth lumps or groups of closely related items 
(Pallant, 2016:203). Factor analysis is an essential statistical procedure that precedes 
higher-order inferential analysis such as multiple regression, correlation and 
multivariate analysis of variance (Pallant, 2016:203). There are two approaches to 
factor analysis: exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA). These approaches are more often adopted concurrently as complementary 




4.9.9 Exploratory Factor Analysis  
 
EFA is used in the early stages of multivariate analysis to explore the interrelationships 
among a set of factors (Pallant, 2013:203). Before EFA was applied to the data, some 
prerequisite conditions were considered. These included the sample size and the 
strength of the relationship or correlation between the variables (Pallant, 2016:205). 
Although there is no clear consensus on the optimal sample size for factor analysis, 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2014) recommend 150 cases as the minimum sample size 
useful to factor analysis. Other researchers have recommended an absolute minimum 
of n=100 (Kline, 2011). The sample size of 130 cases, while relatively small, was 
nevertheless adequate for factor analysis.  An examination of the correlation matrix 
revealed scores of above 0.3 and was deemed appropriate for factor analysis 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014; Pallant, 2016:206). 
 
Furthermore, the suitability of a piece of data for factor analysis is also determinable 
with two statistical measures known as Bartlett’s test of sphericity and the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy. The Bartlett's test should be 
significant (p<0.05) while the KMO must range between 0-1, with 0.6 as the 
recommended minimum value for good factor analysis (Pallant, 2013:206). 
 
A peculiar limitation of the small sample size was the inability to apply factor analysis 
to the full measurement scale. This was mitigated by the systemic application of factor 
analysis to the subscales. The research utilised the EFA technique known as principal 
component analysis (PCA) in the reduction and extraction of factors, where applicable, 
the Oblimin with Kaizer Normalisation technique was used to rotate the factors. 
 
4.9.10 Confirmatory Factor Analysis  
 
CFA is a special type of factor analysis that employs complex techniques to validate 
the existence of pre-determined relationships and the fit of the observed measurement 
model (Pallant, 2016:203). When a CFA is conducted, the researcher uses a 
hypothesised model to estimate a population covariance matrix that is compared with 
the observed covariance matrix (Pallant, 2016:203). The researcher’s objective is to 
minimise the difference between the estimated and observed matrices (Schreiber, 
50 
 
Amaury, Stage, Barlow & King, 2006). This research utilised the maximum likelihood 
approach of CFA. However, the initial model resulted in unsatisfactory fit indices, 
prompting further remedial procedures and a final model with satisfactory fit indices.  
 
4.9.11 Structure Equation Modelling 
 
Structure equation modelling (SEM) is a collection of statistical techniques that allow 
a set of relationships between one or more independent variables (IVs), either 
continuous or discrete, and one or more dependent variables (DVs), either continuous 
or discrete, to be examined (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). A SEM therefore 
encompasses a family of related procedures that include factor analysis and linear 
regression (Kline, 2011:11; Kumar & Upadhaya, 2017:10).  
 
SEM, in comparison with CFA, extends the possibility of relationships among the latent 
variables and encompasses two components: a measurement model (essentially the 
CFA) and the structural model (Schreiber et al., 2006). SEM was adopted for the 
higher-order inferential analysis for two reasons: firstly, for the ability to account for 
errors and ensure accuracy in estimating relationships amongst variables, and 
secondly, for the ability to simultaneously examine the relationships amongst a set of 
latent and measured variables (Kumar & Upadhaya, 2017:12).  
 
Before SEM analysis, the data was examined for multivariate normality and a series 
of EFA and CFA was undertaken. The EFA and CFA were utilised in developing and 
evaluating the fit of the measurement model. This process included factor reduction, 
tests of reliability and validity and tests of model fit using the Chi-square difference test 
(X2). The CFA reduced the items in the measurement model from 42 items to 29 by 
eliminating items with low R2 and those with high contribution to skewness. The new 
measurement model was subjected to the maximum likelihood-based standardised 
root mean squared residual (ML-SRMR) and supplemented with the root mean 
squared error of approximation (RMSEA) (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  
 
The best fit model indices are observed at a comparative fit index of NFI, NNFI and 
CFI > 0.90 and RMSEA < 0.06 (Kumar & Upadhaya, 2017). According to this criterion, 
the robust statistics of the initial proposed model (X2=.905; degrees of freedom=436; 
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p = 0) displayed an unsatisfactory fit index of NFI=0.782, NNFI=0.888, CFI=0.902, 
RMSEA=0.069. This prompted a series of remedial procedures that yielded a final 
measurement model (X2=327.177, degree of freedom=194, p=0), with fit index of 
(X2/df=1.686, NFI=0.856, NNFI=0.923, CFI=0.935 and RMSEA=0.077). The fit index 
for the final model was greatly improved, albeit, exhibiting RMSEA value > 0.06. 
However, the discrepancy in the RMSEA value was explicated by its sensitivity to 
small sample sizes, as RMSEA tends to over-reject true population models with small 
sample size (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Nevertheless, Browne and Cudeck (1992) suggest 
that in circumstances where the sample size of a true population model is small, an 
indices of RMSEA≤0.08 is indicative of a fair and acceptable fit. 
 
4.9.12 Multiple Regression Analysis 
 
Multiple regression is the ideal method for statistical analysis when the research 
problem involves a single metric dependent variable presumed to be related to two or 
more metric independent variables (Hair, Black, Rabin & Anderson, 2018:29). Multiple 
regression determines the outcome to questions of causality that ask ‘does the 
independent variable predict the dependent variable?’ (Woodrow, 2014:85). The 
regression analysis was conducted to ascertain the outcome of the SEM due to the 
observed discrepancy in RMSEA value. Before commencing the regression analysis, 
the precursory conditions of normality, homoscedasticity and the absence of 
multicollinearity were met.  
 
The research adopted a multiple linear regression in the first model, with four IVs: 
brand awareness, brand quality, brand association (hedonic) and brand loyalty 
(behavioural) regressed against the DV: overall brand equity. In the second regression 
model, a stepwise procedure was adopted with the four IVs: brand awareness, brand 
quality, brand association (hedonic) and brand loyalty regressed against the DV: 
purchase/repurchase intention in the first step. While the second step regressed five 
IVs: brand awareness, brand quality, brand association (hedonic), brand loyalty and 
overall brand equity against the DV: purchase/repurchase intention. The outcome of 
the multiple regression analysis affirmed the results of the SEM analysis and the fit of 




4.10 VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY 
 
It is essential to evaluate the reliability and validity of the measurement scale utilised 
in the research. Validity and reliability tests were conducted on the final measurement 





Validity refers to the degree of congruence between how the research explains the 
phenomenon of interest and the realities of the world (Morse, Olson & Spiers, 2002; 
Leedy & Omrod 2016:96). It reflects whether the research can be reasonably believed 
and the extent to which its findings can be generalised (Woodrow, 2014:26). Validity 
is assessed in one of three ways, which include content validity, criterion-related 
validity, and construct validity (Kothari, 2004:74). 
 
Content validity is the extent to which a measuring instrument adequately measures 
the constructs and topic of interest (Kothari, 2004:74). Its determination is primarily 
judgmental and intuitive and may be accomplished with the help of persons of expert 
knowledge (Kothari, 2004:74). Criterion-related validity relates to the ability of 
researchers to predict the outcome of a current condition. This form of validity reflects 
the success of measures used for some empirical estimating purposes and must 
therefore be relevant, free from bias, reliable and available (Kothari, 2004:74).  
 
Construct validity, on the other hand, is the degree to which scores on a test can be 
accounted for by the explanatory constructs of a sound theory (Kothari, 2004:74). This 
study adopted construct validity in determining the validity of the measurement scale. 
This was accomplished by analysing the convergent and discriminant validity of the 




4.10.1.1 Convergent Validity 
 
Convergent validity refers to the degree to which a measure positively correlates with 
other measures of the same construct (Hair et al., 2018:102). It is essential for items 
of a specific construct to converge or share a high proportion of variance. To establish 
convergent validity, researchers consider the outer loadings of the indicators, as well 
as the average variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et al., 2018:102). The AVE is defined 
as the grand mean value of the squared loadings of the indicators associated with the 
construct (Hair et al., 2018:103). Items of a construct exhibit convergent validity if an 
AVE value of 0.50 or higher is attained (Hair et al., 2018:103). This research adopted 
the AVE approach, with the results of the AVE tests, presented in table 5.63 of 
Appendix D, ranging from a minimum of 0.53 to a maximum of 0.93. This indicates 
convergent validity amongst the constructs. 
 
4.10.1.2 Discriminant Validity 
 
Discriminant validity refers to the degree to which a construct displays empirical 
distinction from other constructs (Hair et al., 2018:104). Discriminant validity is 
observed when items of a specific factor correlate more strongly with each other than 
they do with items of a different factor. If the covariance between the two constructs is 
high (≥.60), the constructs are reflecting similarities, and they are not different (Kumar 
& Upadhaya, 2017).  
 
Alternatively, discriminant validity is observed by evaluating the scores of two statistics 
known as the maximum shared variance (MSV) and the average shared variance 
(ASV) with the AVE. Discriminant validity is met when the AVE is greater than the MSV 
and ASV (AVE > MSV & ASV) (Hair et al., 2018:105). The results of the analysis 
presented in table 5.63 of appendix (D) are satisfactory results, indicating discriminant 






Reliability refers to the degree to which the measurement scale utilised in the research 
yields consistent results that are free from random errors (McDaniel & Gates, 
2013:286). It determines the extent to which the measurement scale yields consistent, 
reproducible estimates of what is assumed to be an underlying true score (Hair et al., 
2018:101). The core vectors of reliability are consistency, precision and predictability 
of research results (Pallant, 2016).  
 
The two main types of reliability in quantitative methods are test-re-test and internal 
consistency. The test-re-test approach examines the correlation between the test 
results of the same respondent at different points in time (Bearden et al., 2011). 
However, a test-re-test was not practical due to the cross-sectional nature of this 
research.  
 
4.10.2.1  Cronbach Alpha Coefficient Tests 
 
The Cronbach’s alpha, also referred to as the alpha coefficient (α), is a measure of 
internal consistency of the measurement scale utilised in the study (DeVellis, 
2017:52). The values for Cronbach alpha coefficient used in determining internal 
consistency range from 0 to +1, where alpha values between 0.65 and 0.70 are 
minimally acceptable, values between 0.70 and 0.80 are adequate and values 
between 0.80 and 0.90 suggest very good internal consistency (Pallant, 2016:133; 
DeVellis, 2017:53). 
 
However, alpha values above 0.90 indicate a scale that needs to be examined for 
redundant items (Cortina, 1993), while extremely low values of below 0.3 indicate that 
the item is measuring something different from the scale as a whole (Pallant, 
2016:133). This research utilised the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient to determine 
reliability. The results illustrated in Table 4.3 indicate a good Cronbach alpha 





Table 4.3:  Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient of Subscales 
Subscale/ Sub-Construct No of Items Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient 
Brand Awareness 3 0.88 
Perceived Quality 3 0.93 
Brand Association / Value Dimensions 14 0.93 
Brand Loyalty 10 0.82 
Overall Brand Equity 4 0.90 




Ethical considerations are essential to any study that involves human respondents 
(Saunders et al., 2016:220). Ethics in research refers to the standards of behaviour 
that guide a researcher’s conduct in relation to the rights of respondents and subjects 
of the research (Saunders et al., 2016:221). Attempts to overcome ethical dilemmas 
in research have resulted in the development of codes of ethics that are purposed to 
protect respondents from harm, provide an assurance of privacy and confidentiality in 
the application of collected data, and ensure ethical modes of negotiating access. 
These considerations are discussed in the subsequent sections.  
 
4.11.1 Protection from Harm 
 
The first ethical approach involved subjecting the survey instrument to scrutiny and 
approval by specially tasked ethical committees in universities and organisations 
(Saunders et al., 2016:220). Accordingly, the measurement scale for this research was 
subjected to scrutiny by the ethics committee of the faculty of arts and architecture of 
the University of Johannesburg (see appendix B). The ethics committee exercises 
oversight responsibility in the development of ethical codes as well as sanctioning and 
disseminating advice about conducting research ethically (Saunders et al., 2016:222). 
The survey instrument, in the form of a questionnaire, was subjected to evaluation and 
refinement with assistance from the research supervisor and the assisting statistician 




4.11.2 Voluntary Participation, Privacy and Confidentiality 
 
Negotiating access to the research field and respondents requires that the researcher 
adhere to important ethical considerations (Saunders et al., 2016:222). This research 
adopted a combination of traditional access, which involved face-to-face interactions 
with prospective respondents, and internet-mediated access, which involved the use 
of electronic mediums for the dissemination and collection of data (Saunders et al., 
2016:222). The two approaches presented peculiar challenges, with each requiring a 
slightly different strategy.  
 
The traditional access was accomplished through mall intercepts, which offered the 
researcher an opportunity to explain the aim of the research to prospective 
respondents. This addressed the likelihood of violating the fundamental ethical 
requirement of informed consent and voluntary participation. Respondents who could 
not readily complete the survey at the designated malls voluntarily provided their 
emails after being briefed about the aim of the study.  
 
The internet-mediated approach adopted in reaching the database of clients of some 
South African luxury fashion brands presented a peculiar challenge, as there was a 
high likelihood of violating client privacy and right of confidentiality. This was mitigated, 
firstly, by enlisting the help of the brands to initiate pre-survey contact with clients 
before disseminating the link to the questionnaire (Saunders et al., 2016:231). 
Secondly, the electronic survey included an introductory section that explained the 
aims of the survey to respondents. This section, besides informing about the research 
aim, also provided respondents the right to discontinue answering the questionnaire 
when faced with discomfort. Furthermore, the information acquired from the 
respondents excluded their names and any other specific information that concerned 
their identity, guaranteeing the protection of respondents’ information and 
confidentiality throughout the analysis and reporting process (Saunders et al., 2016).  
 
4.12 CONCLUSION  
 
This chapter discussed and justified the researcher’s methods of data collection and 
analysis. The research design was informed by the researcher’s philosophy, skills and 
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available resources. The study adopted a quantitative approach justified by the 
research objective of extrapolating the findings from a sample population. The chapter 
also discussed the target population, sampling frame, sampling techniques, sample 
size and the mode of administration, which comprised electronic distribution of self-
administered questionnaires. The chapter was concluded with a discussion of the 
statistical tests and procedures utilised in the analysis of the acquired data. This 
included descriptive statistics, conducting reliability of measurement items, 
multivariate normality, CFA and SEM. The next chapter will focus on the analysis of 










This chapter presents the results of the research and subjects the outcomes to 
thorough analysis. It is split into two parts: A and B. The first part of the chapter 
provides the preliminary results and descriptive statistics of the population studied. 
This includes the demography of respondents and the frequency distribution of other 
useful characteristics of the sample population. The second part examines the higher-
order inferential analysis, such as exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) and regression analysis. It concludes with the test of the 
proposed alternative hypotheses in line with the objectives of the study.  
 
PART A: RESULTS AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS  
 
This part provides the preliminary results of the research presented as descriptive 
statistics of the sample population. It presents the acquired data in frequency 
distribution tables and descriptive statistics such as the mean and standard deviation. 
The descriptive statistics are also presented as comprehensible graphs and charts. 
 
5.2 SAMPLE REALISATION RATE 
 
The study sought to acquire data from a proposed sample size of 200 respondents. 
However, predicated on the limitations of time, budgetary constraints, and difficulty in 
accessing qualified respondents, a total of 130 responses were acquired. This 
constitutes a sample realisation rate of 65%. 
 
5.3 QUALIFYING QUESTIONS 
 
The questionnaire provided prospective respondents with a set of qualifying questions 
designed to sift suitable respondents from the universal population. These questions 




a) luxury goods, regardless of whether the brands were of SA or international 
origin, and/or 
b) a garment or accessories from at least one SA luxury fashion brand. 
 
The first qualification question sought to affirm that prospective respondents purchase 
luxury fashion brands. The responses are tabulated in Table 5.1. 
 
Table 5.1:  Frequency and Percentage of Responses to Question 1 
Response Frequency Valid Percentage (%) 
Yes 130 100 
No 0 0 
Totals 130 100 
 
Question 1 recorded a total of 130 valid responses. All the 130 respondents, 
representing 100% of valid responses, affirmed having purchased luxury fashion 
brands. Having met the fundamental criteria for inclusion, all responses were 
considered for further analysis. 
 
Question 2 distinguished between respondents who had purchased South African 
luxury fashion brands from those who had not.  
 
Table 5.2:  Frequency and Percentage of Responses to Question 2 
Response Frequency Valid Percentage (%) 
Yes 63 48.46 
No 67 51.54 
Totals 130 100.00 
 
The results in table 5.2 indicate that 63 respondents, representing 48.46% of 
responses, had purchased luxury fashion garments or accessories from South African 
luxury fashion brands, whereas the remaining 67 respondents, representing 51.54% 
of responses, had not yet purchased from a South African luxury fashion brand. This 
result indicated an almost equal balance of patrons and non-patrons of South African 




Figure 5.1:  Respondent Patronage of South African Luxury Fashion Brands 
 
While focusing on local luxury fashion brands, Question 3 provided an avenue for 
respondents to select from a list of brands they have patronised, those who had 
purchased from other brands were offered an additional option to name those brands, 
the outcome presented in Table 5.3 captures the responses for the list of provided 
brands with a relatively small number of brands identified by respondents captured 
together as others. 
 
Table 5.3:  Local Brand Patronage Pattern 
Brand Frequency Percentage Percentage of 
Cases 
Kisua 21 12.07% 33.33% 
David Tlale 15 8.62% 23.81% 
Black Coffee 15 8.62% 23.81% 
Maxhosa by Laduma 14 8.05% 22.22% 
Gert Johan Coetzee 13 7.47% 20.63% 
Leopard Frock by Marianne Fassler 12 6.90% 19.05% 
Clive Rundle 10 5.75% 15.87% 
ERRE 10 5.75% 15.87% 
Taibo Bacar 9 5.17% 14.29% 
Thula Sindi 9 5.17% 14.29% 










Table 5.3 (continued):  Local Brand Patronage Pattern 
Brand Frequency Percentage Percentage of 
Cases 
Presidential 6 3.45% 9.52% 
Gavin Rajah 5 2.87% 7.94% 
Thebe Magugu 5 2.87% 7.37% 
Rich Minsi 3 1.72% 4.76% 
Okapi 3 1.72% 4.76% 
Cape Cobra 3 1.72% 4.76% 
Kat Van Duinen 3 1.72% 4.76% 
Hendrik Vermeulen 2 1.15% 3.17% 
Others 7 4.02% 11.11% 
Totals 174 100.00% 276.00% 
 
 
Figure 5.2:  Local Brands Patronage Pattern 
 
Table 5.3 summarises the patronage pattern of respondents for South African luxury 
fashion brands. The responses have been consolidated and re-arranged in a 
descending order for ease of analysis. There was a total of 174 responses from the 
63 respondents, indicating a total percentage of cases of 276%. However, in absolute 
percentage terms, there were 21 responses in favour of Kisua, which represents 




























Leopard Frock by Marrianne Fassler
MaXhosa by Laduma
David Tlale




Maxhosa by Laduma scored 8.05% of responses, while the lowest score of 1.15% was 
for Hendrik Vermeulen.  
 
Question 4 evaluated the frequency of purchase by patrons of South African luxury 
fashion brands. From a total of 65 respondents, more than half, representing 67.70% 
of valid responses, had purchased between one and six items in the past six months, 
another 26.15% of valid responses had purchased between seven and 10 items, while 
only 6.15% of respondents had purchased more than 10 items from South African 
luxury fashion brands. The results are presented in the pie chart in Table 5.4 and 
Figure 5.3.  
 
Table 5.4:  Frequency of Items Purchased from South African Luxury Fashion 
Brands in the Last Six Months 
 
Quantity Purchased Frequency Valid Percentage 
More than 10 4 6.15% 
7-10 17 26.15% 
4-6 22 33.85% 
Less than 3 22 33.85% 
Total 65 100.00% 
 
 












5.4 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE CORE CONSTRUCTS OF CBBE 
 
Sections B, C, and D of the questionnaire contained subscales that measured the 
different constructs of CBBE. The following sections present the results in terms of the 
mean scores, standard deviation, as well as the frequencies and percentages of 
respondents.  
 
5.4.1 Section B: Brand Awareness 
 
Brand awareness, also known as a measure of saliency, is an evaluation of 
consumers’ knowledge and ability to recognise a brand as a part of a specific category 
of products (Aaker, 1991:61). Brand knowledge is the fundamental dimension of 
consumer-based brand equity, since the higher-level brand equity variables are 
unachievable without it (Keller, 2013:42). Brand awareness was evaluated with three 
items and a five-point extent scale. The results are captured in table 5.5.  
 
Question 5.1 measured the extent of knowledge and awareness of South African 
luxury fashion brands amongst respondents and yielded a mean (M) and standard 
deviation (SD) score of (M=2.27, SD=1.27). Of the total responses, 30.77% indicated 
knowledge of SA brands to no extent. However, more than half of the respondents 
indicated a moderate to large extent of knowledge, with 36.92% and 26.92% 
respectively. Question 5.2 measured the extent of recognition of SA brands amongst 
competing brands. Once again, more than half of the respondents indicated a 
moderate to large extent of recognition, while a little more than a third (36.92%) 
indicated no extent of recognition.  
 
Question 5.3 also evaluated respondent’s ability to recognise the logos and symbols 
of South African luxury fashion brands. Half of the respondents (50.77%) indicated 
their inability to identify the symbols of South African luxury fashion brands, while 
23.85% could identify the logos and symbols of South African luxury fashion brands 
to a moderate extent. Only a small fraction of respondents, representing 16.92%, could 
identify the logos and symbols of South African luxury fashion brands to a full extent.   
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Table 5.5:  Frequencies, Percentages, Mean and Standard Deviation Scores for Brand Awareness 
Item To no extent 





To a large 
extent 







Q5.1 To what extent do you 
know South African luxury 
fashion brands? 
Count 40 2 48 35 5 130 
2.27 1.27 
% 30.77% 1.54% 36.92% 26.92% 3.85% 100% 
Q5.2 To what extent can 
you identify South African 
luxury fashion brands 
among other competing 
luxury fashion brands? 
Count 48 2 46 28 6 130 
2.55 1.31 
% 36.92% 1.54% 35.38% 21.54% 4.62% 100% 
Q5.3 I can identify the 
symbol and/or logos of 
South African luxury 
fashion brands. 
Count 66 3 31 22 8 130 
2.25 1.39 
% 50.77% 2.31% 23.85% 16.92% 6.15% 100% 
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5.4.2 Perceived Quality 
 
Perceived quality refers to the consumer’s perceptive or objective judgment about a 
product’s overall performance. This evaluation may be isolated or benchmarked 
against other products in the same category (Sözer et al., 2017:1550). Perceived 
quality was evaluated with three items and a four-point Likert-type scale, which ranged 
from poor (1) to excellent (4). The three items measured overall quality perceptions of 
respondents, the perceived durability and the level of craftsmanship of South African 
luxury fashion brands. The results are presented in Table 5.6.   
 
Regarding quality perceptions, almost half of the respondents, representing 48.46%, 
had the perception that the quality of products by South African luxury fashion brands 
were good, with only 10.8% indicating that the perceived quality of South African luxury 
fashion brands was poor (M=3.79, SD=0.90). Regarding durability, more than half of 
the respondents agreed to the statement that products of South African luxury fashion 
brands were durable, with 52.31% indicating good and 13.08% indicating excellent 
(M=3.68, SD=0.84). Furthermore, 47.69% of the respondents indicated that the 
craftsmanship of products from South African luxury fashion brands was good 
(M=3.76, SD=0.88). 
 
5.4.3 Brand Associations and Value Dimensions 
 
Brand association is defined as the characteristic that a brand evokes in the mind of 
consumers (Aaker, 1991). Brand association is also referred to as the value 
dimensions of a brand, since associations are also valuable constructs in the minds of 
consumers that are capable of differentiating the brand and creating favourable 
attitudes (Sharma, 2017). There are several luxury value frameworks in the literature. 
This research adopted Wiedmann, Hennigs and Siebels (2009) as the fundamental 




Table 5.6:  Frequencies, Percentages, Mean and Standard Deviation Scores for Perceived Quality 




Q6.1 The quality of 
products by South African 
luxury fashion brands is ... 
 
Count 14 26 63 27 130 
3.79 0.90 
% 10.77% 20.00% 48.46% 20.77% 100% 
Q6.2 The durability of 
products by South African 
luxury fashion brands is ... 
 
Count 14 31 68 17 130 
3.68 0.84 
% 10.77% 23.85% 52.31% 13.08% 100% 
Q6.3 The level of 
craftsmanship of products 
by South African luxury 
fashion brands is ... 
Count 13 30 62 25 130 
3.76 0.88 




According to Wiedmann et al. (2007), there are four main luxury value dimensions. 
These include utilitarian, hedonic, symbolic/extended self and financial/economic 
value dimensions (Wiedman et al., 2007). Each of these dimensions is determined 
with a set of constructs that were utilised in developing the questionnaire items. 
Consequently, brand associations were evaluated with 14 items. Each of these items 
formed part of the four main constructs studied: utilitarian value, hedonic value, 
symbolic/extended self - value and financial/economic value dimensions. The items 
on this subscale employed a five-point agreement scale, with 1 qualifying strongly 
agree and 5 qualifying strongly disagree. The results of each sub-section are 
presented in Table 5.7. 
 
5.4.3.1  Utilitarian value  
 
Utilitarian value refers to the practical usefulness of a product, and a product’s utility 
value is subject to its ability to serve its intended purpose. The utility of a product is a 
primary motivational factor in the consumption process (Choo et al., 2012). The 
utilitarian value was evaluated with two items, Question 7.1 and Question 7.2, which 
evaluated product functionality and reliability, respectively. The results showed that 
66.92% of respondents agreed with the statement that South African ‘luxury fashion 
brands appear to be functional’ (M=3.81, SD=0.67), with another 58.46% agreeing 
that ‘South African luxury fashion brands appear reliable’ (M=3.72, SD=0.84).  
 
5.4.3.2  Hedonic value  
 
Hedonism refers to the pleasure or entertainment dimension of consumer behaviour 
(Choo et al., 2012). Hedonic value dimension was measured with four items, Question 
7.3, Question 7.4, Question 7.5, and Question 7.6, evaluated aesthetic uniqueness, 
rarity, sensory appeal and design of South African luxury fashion brands, respectively. 
Respondents agreed most with the statement that ‘South African luxury fashion 
brands are aesthetically unique’ (M=3.82, SD=0.84), and least with the statement that 











Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Total Mean SD 
Q7.1 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
appear to be 
functional. 
Count 1 4 26 87 12 130 
3.81 0.67 
% 0.77% 3.08% 20.00% 66.92% 9.23% 100% 
Q7.2 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
appear to be reliable. 
 
Count 1 13 24 76 16 130 
3.72 0.84 
% 0.77% 10.00% 18.46% 58.46% 12.31% 100% 
Q7.3 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
are aesthetically 
unique. 
Count 2 25 21 60 22 130 
3.58 1.03 
% 1.54% 19.23% 16.15% 46.15% 16.92% 100% 
Q7.4 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
are rare. 
Count 5 44 34 40 7 130 
3.00 1.01 












Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Total Mean SD 
Q7.5 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
have a strong sensory 
appeal. 
Count 1 33 25 57 14 130 
3.58 1.00 
% 0.77% 25.38% 19.23% 43.85% 10.77% 100% 
Q7.6 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
are well-designed. 
Count 1 14 12 84 19 130 
3.82 0.84 
% 0.77% 10.77% 9.23% 64.62% 14.62% 100% 
Q7.7 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
are conspicuous. 
Count 2 15 24 71 18 130 
3.68 0.91 
% 1.54% 11.54% 18.46% 54.62% 13.85% 100% 
Q7.8 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
have strong personal 
meanings to me. 
Count 5 38 32 44 11 130 
3.14 1.06 











Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Total Mean SD 
Q7.9 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
help me express 
myself. 
Count 10 31 28 51 10 Count 
3.15 1.11 
% 7.69% 23.85% 21.54% 39.23% 7.69% % 
Q7.10 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
are prestigious. 
Count 3 34 25 56 12 130 
3.31 1.03 
% 2.31% 26.15% 19.23% 43.08% 9.23% 100% 
Q7.11 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
are for the wealthy 
and successful. 
Count 5 46 19 46 14 130 
3.14 1.13 
% 3.85% 35.38% 14.62% 35.38% 10.77% 100% 
Q7.12 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
are expensive. 
Count 1 18 14 77 20 130 
3.75 0.91 











Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Total Mean SD 
Q7.13 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
are worth a high price. 
Count 3 38 19 61 9 130 
3.27 1.03 
% 2.31% 29.23% 14.62% 46.92% 6.92% 100% 
Q7.14 South African 
luxury fashion brands 
make for a good 
investment. 
Count 5 51 27 42 5 130 
2.93 1.01 







A significant number of respondents (46.15%) agreed with the statement that ‘South 
African luxury fashion brands are aesthetically unique’ (M=3.58, SD=0.84), while 
43.85% agreed with the statement that ‘South African luxury fashion brands have a 
strong sensory appeal’ (M=0.3.38, SD=1.00). 
 
5.4.3.3  Symbolic/extended self  
 
The symbolic/extended self-value dimension was measured with five items: Question 
7.7, Question 7.8, Question 7.9, Question 7.10 and Question 7.11. These items 
evaluated brand conspicuousness, personal meaning of brands to consumers, self-
expression, brand prestige, the price value of the brand and perceptions of the brand 
being associated with the wealthy and successful. Regarding conspicuousness, 
54.62% of respondents agreed with the statement that ‘South African luxury fashion 
brands are conspicuous’ (M=3.68, SD=0.91). Respondents, however, had divergent 
views on whether South African luxury fashion brands were for the wealthy and 
successful, with an equal percentage (35.38%) agreeing and disagreeing with the 
statement (M=3.14, SD=1.13).  
 
Regarding prestige value, a significant number of respondents (43.08%) agreed with 
the statement that ‘South African luxury fashion brands are prestigious’ (M=3.31, 
SD=1.03). The results for Question 7.8, which states ‘South African luxury fashion 
brands have a strong personal meaning to me’, indicated an almost equal split 
between those who agreed (33.85%) and those who disagreed (29.23%) (M=3.14, 
SD=1.06). The results for Question 7.9 indicated that 39.23% of respondents agree 
with the statement ‘South African luxury fashion brands help me express myself’ 
(M=3.15, SD=1.11). 
 
5.4.3.4  Economic or financial 
 
Regarding the economic or financial value dimension, more than half of the 
respondents (59.23%) agreed with the statement that ‘South African luxury fashion 
brands are expensive’. Another 46.92% agreed with the statement that ‘South African 
luxury fashion brands are worth a high price’ (M=3.27, SD=1.03). However, regarding 
the long-term investment value of South African luxury fashion brands, more than a 
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third of respondents (39.23%) disagreed with the statement that ‘South African luxury 
fashion brands made for a good investment’ (M=2.93, SD=1.01). 
 
5.4.4 Brand Loyalty 
 
Brand loyalty is the measure of attachment that a customer has to a brand (Aaker, 
1991:44). It has also been defined based on the belief, attitude and intention structure 
of consumers for a certain brand and is often at the core of brand equity (Lee and 
Workman, 2015). Brand loyalty was measured with 10 items categorised under two 
main constructs: attitudinal loyalty and behavioural loyalty; the results are presented 
in Table 5.8. 
 
5.4.4.1 Attitudinal Loyalty 
 
Attitudinal loyalty was evaluated with six items (Question 8.1-Question 8.6) and a five-
point Likert-type agreement scale, with 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. 
Question 8.1 evaluated brand appeal to SA consumers. The results indicated that 
more than half of respondents, representing 54.62% of responses, found South 
African luxury fashion brands appealing (M=3.65, SD=0.6). Question 8.2 evaluated 
the curiosity of respondents about South African luxury fashion brands. The results 
indicated that 64.62% of respondents were curious to learn more about South African 
luxury fashion brands (M=3.93, SD=0.79).  
 
Question 8.3 and Question 8.4 evaluated respondents’ admiration for patrons of South 
African luxury fashion brands and the likelihood of respondents wearing South African 
luxury fashion brands, respectively. The results indicated that 62.31% of respondents 
admired people who wore South African luxury fashion brands (M=3.88, SD=0.80), 
while 56.15% of respondents indicated their desire to be seen wearing South African 
luxury fashion brands (M=3.72, SD=1.00). To evaluate the consistency of responses, 
Question 8.5 evaluated brand appeal with a reverse-scored question. The results 
indicated that 53.85% of respondents disagreed with the statement ‘South African 
luxury fashion brands do not appeal to me’ (M=2.25, SD=0.10). This result was 










Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Total Mean SD 
Q8.1 South African luxury 
fashion brands are 
appealing to me. 
Count 1 23 16 71 19 130 
3.65 
 0.96 
% 0.77% 17.69% 12.31% 54.62% 14.62% 100% 
Q8.2 I am curious to 
learn more about South 
African luxury fashion 
brands. 
Count 1 9 12 84 24 130 
3.93 0.79 
% 0.77% 6.92% 9.23% 64.62% 18.46% 100% 
Q8.3 I admire people who 
wear South African luxury 
fashion brands. 
Count 0 12 14 81 23 130 
3.88 0.80 
% 0.00% 9.23% 10.77% 62.31% 17.69% 100% 
Q8.4 I would like to be 
seen wearing a South 
African luxury fashion 
brand. 
Count 4 17 13 73 23 130 
3.72 1.00 











Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Total Mean SD 
Q8.5 South African luxury 
fashion brands do not 
appeal to me. 
Count 26 70 12 20 2 130 
2.25 0.10 
% 20.00% 53.85% 9.23% 15.38% 1.54% 100% 
Q8.6 I consider myself 
loyal to South African 
luxury fashion brands. 
Count 8 47 34 33 8 130 
2.89 1.05 
% 6.15% 36.15% 26.15% 25.38% 6.15% 100% 
Q8.7 South African luxury 
fashion brands would be 
my first choice when 
shopping for luxury 
garments and/or 
accessories. 
Count 7 51 29 36 7 130 
2.88 1.05 
% 5.38% 39.23% 22.31% 27.69% 5.38% 100% 
Q8.8 I will not buy from 
other luxury fashion 
brands if there is a South 
African luxury fashion 
brand available in the 
store. 
Count 7 68 31 23 1 130 
2.56 0.87 
% 5.38% 52.31% 23.85% 17.69% 0.77% 100% 
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Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Total Mean SD 
Q8.9 I would not mind 
paying a higher price for 
my favorite South African 
luxury fashion brand. 
Count 6 29 23 62 10 130 
3.32 1.05 
% 4.62% 22.31% 17.69% 47.69% 7.69% 100% 
Q8.10 I am likely to 
recommend a South 
African luxury fashion 
brand to a friend. 
Count 2 10 20 74 24 130 
3.83 0.87 







However, despite South African luxury fashion brands being appealing, only a third 
(31.53%) of respondents considered themselves attitudinally loyal to South African 
luxury fashion brands (M = 2.89, SD = 1.05). 
 
5.4.4.2  Behavioral Loyalty 
 
Behavioural loyalty was also evaluated with four items (Question 8.7- Question 8.10) 
and a five-point agreement scale, with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 5 indicating 
strongly agree. Respondents agreed the most with the statement ‘I am likely to 
recommend South African luxury fashion brands to a friend’ (M=3.83, SD=0.87) and 
the least with the statement ‘I will not buy from other luxury fashion brands if there is 
a South African luxury fashion brand available in the store’ (M=2.56, SD=0.87).  
 
Despite the willingness of respondents to recommend South African luxury fashion 
brands to other people, local luxury fashion brands scored low on behavioural loyalty 
amongst respondents, with a little more than a third (39.23%) disagreeing with the 
statement ‘South African luxury fashion brands would be my first choice when 
shopping for luxury garments and/or accessories’ (M=2.88, SD=1.04). Nevertheless, 
47.69% of respondents agreed with the statement ‘I would not mind paying a higher 
price for my favourite South African luxury fashion brand’.  
 
5.4.5 Overall Brand Equity 
 
Brand equity refers to the commercial or incremental value of a product that derives 
from consumer perception of the brand name of the product (Aaker, 1991). Brand 
equity is a metric used in evaluating and building brands (Keller, 2013). Overall brand 
equity (OBE) in the context of this research measures the aggregation of brand equity 
from the four consumer-based brand equity variables defined by Aaker (Yoo & Donthu, 
2001).  The frequency distribution and percentages for overall brand equity are 
presented in Table 5.9.
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Table 5.9:  Frequencies and Percentages for Overall Brand Equity 
 
Item Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
agree Total Mean SD 
Q9.1 It makes sense to buy 
from South African luxury 
fashion brands instead of 
any other brand, even if 
they are the same.  
Count 3 25 20 69 13 130 
3.49 0.99 
% 2.31% 19.23% 15.38% 53.08% 10.00% 100% 
Q9.2 Even if another brand 
has the same features as 
South African luxury fashion 
brands, I would prefer to 
buy a South African luxury 
fashion brand. 
Count 3 31 24 62 10 130 
3.35 1.00 
% 2.31% 23.85% 18.46% 47.69% 7.69% 100% 
Q9.3 If there is another 
brand as good as South 
African luxury fashion 
brands, I prefer to buy 
South African luxury fashion 
brands. 
Count 3 31 24 64 8 130 
3.33 0.98 
% 2.31% 23.85% 18.46% 49.23% 6.15% 100% 
Q9.4 If another brand is 
similar to a South African 
luxury fashion brand, it 
seems smarter to purchase 
a South African luxury 
fashion brand. 
Count 3 20 18 73 16 130 
3.61 0.97 




Overall brand equity was evaluated with four items (Question 9.1-Question 9.4) and a 
five-point agreement scale, with 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree. From the 
results, respondents agreed most with Question 9.4 ‘If another brand is similar to a 
South African luxury fashion brand, it seems smarter to purchase a South African 
luxury fashion brand’ (M=3.61, SD=0.97) and least with Question 9.3 ‘If there is 
another brand as good as South African luxury fashion brand, I prefer to buy South 
African luxury fashion brands.’  
 
More than half of respondents (53.08%) agreed with Question 9.1 ‘It makes sense to 
buy from South African luxury fashion brands instead of any other brand, even if they 
are the same’ (M=3.49, SD=0.99). A slight discrepancy was observed in the level of 
agreement with Question 9.1 and a closely related Question 9.3, which likely affirms 
the presence of attitudinal loyalty above behavioural loyalty amongst respondents (as 
evident in section 5.4.4). Furthermore, 47.69% of respondents agreed with the 
statement ‘Even if another brand has similar features as South African luxury fashion 
brands, I will prefer to buy a South African luxury fashion brand’ (M=3.33, SD=0.98). 
There was favourable overall brand equity of South African luxury fashion brands 
amongst respondents, with average mean and SD scores at 3.45 and 0.99, 
respectively. 
 
5.4.6 Purchase Intention 
 
Purchase intention as an essential construct of this study is defined as the consumer’s 
consideration to acquire or patronise a brand at present or in the near future (Kim & 
Ko, 2010:167). Purchase intention was categorised into two parts to adequately 
capture the responses of both first-time buyers and existing patrons of South African 
luxury fashion brands. The first part of the subscale, which evaluated the purchase 
intention of non-patrons, registered a sample population of 66 respondents, while the 
second, which measured the likelihood of repurchase by patrons of South African 
luxury fashion brands, also recorded responses from 63 respondents. In this analysis, 
both purchase and repurchase intentions, as well as the outcome from merging both 





5.4.6.1 Purchase Intention for Non-Patrons of South African Luxury Fashion 
Brands 
 
Purchase intention amongst non-patrons of South African luxury fashion brands was 
evaluated with four items (Question 10.1 – Question 10.4). The first item utilised a five-
point Likert-type likelihood scale with 1=highly likely and 5=not sure. The results 
presented in Table 5.10 indicate that 46.97% of respondents were likely to purchase 
from a SA luxury fashion brand and only 10.61% were unsure of the likelihood 
(M=2.56, SD=1.17). 
 
Table 5.10:  Frequencies, Percentages, Mean and SD for Purchase Intention by 
Non-Patrons 
 






















Count 9 31 13 6 7 66 
2.56 1.17 
% 13.64 46.97 19.70 9.09 10.61 100% 
 
The subsequent items of the subscale (Question 10.2 - Question 10.4) also evaluated 
purchase intention with a five-point Likert-type agreement scale, in which 1 = strongly 
agree and 5 = don't know. The results presented in table 5.11 indicate that 53.03% of 
respondents were unsure whether they will buy from a SA luxury fashion brand in the 
next 12 months (M=3.88, SD=1.35).  
 
The results for Question 10.4 and Question 10.3 indicated that even though more than 
half of respondents (51.52%) indicated their willingness to purchase a SA luxury 
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fashion brand in their next luxury purchase (M=2.80, SD=1.33), a smaller percentage, 
representing 28.79% of responses, were certain of their intention to purchase from 
South African luxury fashion brands, as they agreed with the statement ‘When I next 
purchase a garment and/or accessory from a luxury fashion brand I will buy from a 
South African brand’  (M=3.42, SD=1.40). The results of these questions are 





Table 5.11:  Frequencies, Percentages, Mean and SD for Purchase Intention by Non-Patrons 
 
Item Strongly agree Agree Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree Don’t know Total Mean SD 
Q10.2 I intend to 
purchase a garment 
and/or accessory from 
a South African luxury 
fashion brand in the 
next 12 months. 
Count 3 12 10 6 35 66 
3.88 1.35 
% 4.55% 18.18% 15.15% 9.09% 53.03% 100% 
Q10.3 When I next 
purchase a garment 
and/or accessory from 
a luxury fashion 
brand, I will buy from 
a South African 
brand. 
 
Count 4 19 13 5 25 66 
3.42 1.40 
% 6.06% 28.79% 19.70% 7.58% 37.88% 100% 
Q10.4 I would be 
willing to buy from a 
South African brand 
when I next purchase 
a luxury garment 
and/or accessory. 









5.5.6.2 Repurchase Intention by Patrons of South African luxury fashion 
brands 
 
Repurchase intention was evaluated with four items (Question 11.1 – Question 11.4). 
The first item, Question 11.1, was evaluated with a five-point Likert-type likelihood 
scale, in which 1=highly likely and 5=not sure. As presented in table 5.12, 51.67% of 
valid responses indicated a high likelihood to repurchase from a SA luxury fashion 
brand. Another 35% indicated they were likely to repurchase from a SA luxury fashion 
brand, with only 5% unsure of their likelihood to repurchase. Question 11.1 also 
recorded a mean score of 1.75 and standard deviation of 1.05. The results for 
Question 11.1 are presented in Table 5.12. 
 
Table 5.12:  Frequencies, Percentages, Mean and SD for Repurchase Intention 
 







Sure Total Mean SD 
Q11.1 What is 





a South African 
fashion brand? 
Count 31 21 3 2 2 60 
1.75 1.05 







The subsequent items of the subscale (Question 11.2 – Question 11.4) also evaluated 
repurchase intention with a five-point Likert-type agreement scale, in which 1=strongly 
agree and 5=don’t know. The results presented in Table 5.13 indicate that repurchase 
intention obtained favourable results, with more than half of respondents agreeing to 
all three statements (Question 11.2, Question 11.3, and Question 11.4) with 
percentage scores of 59.65%, 59.65% and 56.14% of responses, respectively.  
 
Furthermore, 21.05% of valid responses strongly agreed with Question 11.2 ‘I intend 
to purchase a garment and/or accessory from a SA luxury fashion brand in the next 
12 months’, while 19.30% strongly agreed with Question 11.3 ‘When I next purchase 
a luxury garment and/or accessory, I will buy from a South African brand’. Lastly, a 
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significant number of respondents, representing 36.84% of responses strongly agree 
with Question 11.4 ‘I would be willing to buy from a SA brand the next time I go 
shopping for luxury garment and/or accessory’. 
 
5.4.6.3 Purchase / Repurchase Intention  
 
The results for purchase and repurchase intention were combined as one construct to 
provide an overall perspective on respondents’ purchasing behaviour towards South 
African luxury fashion brands. Four items consistent with the initial intention to 
purchase or repurchase constructs were utilised and are presented in tables 5.14 and 
5.15. This combined construct is represented with ‘(re)purchase’ unless otherwise 
indicated. A new labelling format for the combined questions (example Q10.1/11.1) 
was also adopted. 
 
Question 10.1 / 11.1 examined respondents’ purchase or repurchase intentions with 
a five-point Likert type scale in which 1=highly likely and 5=not sure. The results 
presented in Table 5.14 indicate that a third of respondents, representing 41.27% of 
valid responses, were likely to (re)purchase from a SA luxury fashion brand, while 
another 31.75 were highly likely to (re)purchase from a SA luxury fashion brand. The 






Table 5.13:  Frequencies, Percentages, Mean and SD for Repurchase Intention  
 




know Total Mean SD 
Q11.2 I intend to 
purchase a garment 
and/or accessory from a 
South African luxury 
fashion brand in the next 
12 months. 
Count 12 34 2 0 9 57 
2.30 1.27 
% 21.05% 59.65% 3.51% 0 15.79% 100% 
Q11.3 When I next 
purchase a luxury 
garment and/or 
accessory, I will buy 
from a South African 
brand. 
 
Count 11 34 4 0 8 57 
2.30 1.21 
% 19.30% 59.65% 7.02% 0 14.04% 100% 
Q11.4 I would be willing 
to buy from a SA brand 
the next time I go 
shopping for a luxury 
garment and/or 
accessory. 
Count 21 32 0 0 4 57 
1.84 1.00 
% 36.84% 56.14% 0 0 7.02% 100% 
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Table 5.14:  Frequencies, Percentages, Mean and SD for Purchase / Repurchase 
Intention (A) 
 







sure Total Mean SD 
Q10.1/11.1 
What is the 
likelihood 















% 6.35% 7.94% 100% 
 
Question 10.2/11.2 evaluated respondents’ intention to (re)purchase from a SA luxury 
fashion brand in the next 12 months. The results indicate that 37.40% of valid 
responses showed intent to (re)purchase from SA luxury fashion brand in the next 12 
months, with a further 12.20% showing strong optimism regarding intention to 
(re)purchase from a SA luxury fashion brand in the next 12 months (M=3.15, 
SD=1.53).  
 
Question 10.3/11.3 also evaluated the respondents’ level of certainty that they will 
(re)purchase South African luxury fashion brand items in their next luxury purchase. 
43.09% of valid responses indicated that respondents were certain that they will 
(re)purchase from a SA luxury fashion brand during their next luxury shopping activity, 
and a further 12.20% indicated that respondents were strongly optimistic of their 
intention to (re)purchase from a SA luxury fashion brand at their next luxury purchase 




Table 5.15:  Frequencies, Percentages, Mean and SD for Purchase/Repurchase Intentions (B) 
 




know Total Mean SD 
Q10.2/11.2 I intend to 
purchase/repurchase a garment 
and/or accessory from a South 
African luxury fashion brand in 
the next 12 months. 
Count 15 46 12 6 44 123 
3.15 1.53 
% 12.20% 37.40% 9.76% 4.88% 35.77% 100% 
Q10.3/11.3 When I next 
purchase/ repurchase a luxury 
garment and/or accessory, I will 
buy from a South African brand. 
Count 15 53 17 5 33 123 
2.90 1.43 
% 12.20% 43.09% 13.82% 4.07% 26.83% 100% 
Q10.4/11.4 I would be willing to 
buy from a SA brand the next 
time I (re)purchase a luxury 
garment and/or accessory. 
Count 27 66 6 7 17 123 
2.36 1.27 




Question 10.4/11.4 evaluated respondents’ willingness to purchase from a SA luxury 
fashion brand during their next luxury purchase. More than half of valid responses, 
representing 53.66%, agree with the statement ‘I would be willing to buy from a SA 
brand the next time I (re)purchase a luxury garment and/or accessory’ (M=2.36, 
SD=1.27). The results allude to a favourable (re)purchase intention of respondents 
towards South African luxury fashion brands with an average mean (M) score of 2.65 
and average standard deviation (SD) of 1.35. The results are presented in Table 5.15. 
 
5.5 DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS 
 
The 130 respondents to the study are residents of Johannesburg and represent a 
section of the local luxury consumer market. The demographic profile is presented and 
briefly discussed to provide an idea of the segment of luxury consumers sampled. The 
following sections provide tables and a brief analysis of the results from the 
demographic data acquired.   
 
5.5.1 Gender distribution of respondents 
 
The gender distribution of the acquired data is presented in Table 5.16. The results 
indicate that there were 48 male respondents, accounting for 37.80% of the total 
number of respondents, while a total of 79 females, accounting for 62.20% of 
respondents, also participated. This distribution very likely reflects the proclivity of 
females for fashion or their willingness to participate in fashion-related research in 
comparison to males. There were three missing values.  
 
Table 5.16: Gender Distribution 
 
Gender Frequency (N) Valid Percentage (%) 
Male 48 37.80 
Female 79 62.20 





Figure 5.4:  Gender Distribution of Respondents 
 
5.5.2 Age distribution of respondents 
 
The results for age distribution, as presented in Table 5.17 and Figure 5.5, indicate 
that a relatively young population, aged between 25-34, dominated the study and 
accounted for 47.24% of valid responses. This youthful age range was followed by a 
more mature group aged between 35-49, which accounted for 26.8% of valid 
responses. Respondents aged between 15 to 24 and those aged above 50 accounted 
for 23.10% and 2.40% respectively. There were three missing values. 
 
Table 5.17:  Age Distribution of Respondents 
Age Frequency (N) Valid Percentage (%) 
15 - 24 30 23.08 
25 to 34 60 46.15 
35 to 49 34 26.15 
50 + 3 2.31 
Missing/ Not willing to disclose 3 2.31 















The ethnicity or racial distribution of respondents is presented in Table 5.18 and 
illustrated in Figure 5.5 below. The data indicates that most respondents are black 
Africans, constituting 46.92% of total responses. The second largest racial segment is 
whites, who constitute 32.31% of valid responses, followed by Asians (9.23%), 
Coloured 8.46% and 1.56% others.  
 
Table 5.18:  Ethnicity 
Ethnicity Frequency (N) Valid Percentage (%) 
Black African 61 46.92 
White 42 32.31 
Coloured 11 8.46 
Asian 12 9.23 
Other 4 3.08 


































Figure 5.6:  Racial/ Ethnic Distribution of Respondents 
 
5.6 EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATION 
 
A total of 128 people were willing to disclose their level of education. Of this number, 
51.54% had acquired an undergraduate/bachelor’s degree. This segment accounted 
for the highest number of responses, followed by 23.85% with a postgraduate degree, 
18.46% with a diploma or a certificate and 4.61% possessing a grade 12 qualification 
or lower. The results for educational qualification are presented in Table 5.19 and 
Figure 5.7.  
 
Table 5.19:  Educational Qualification 
 
Educational Qualification Frequency (N) Valid Percentage (%) 
Postgraduate Degree 31 23.85 
Undergraduate/ Bachelor’s Degree 67 51.54 
Diploma or Certificate 24 18.46 
Grade 12 or lower 6 4.61 
Missing / not willing to disclose 2 1.54 
















Figure 5.7:  Educational Qualifications of Respondents 
 
5.7 DISPOSABLE INCOMES 
 
Closely related to the educational qualification of respondents was a measure of their 
disposable incomes. 116 respondents out of the 130 were willing to disclose their 
monthly disposable income. The data revealed that 23.85% of the valid respondents 
earned between R40,000 and R59,999, closely followed by respondents who earn 
between R20,000 and R39,999, accounting for 24.62%. The third ranking segment 
earned less than R10,000, accounting for 18.46% of responses, while respondents 
who earned between R10,000 and R19,000 accounted for 14.62% of valid responses. 
The smallest segment, which accounted for only 7.69%, earned the highest monthly 
disposable income of R60,000 and above. The following chart provides a graphical 
representation of responses. 
 
Table 5.20:  Personal Monthly Disposable Income 
 
Personal monthly disposable 
income 
Frequency (N) Valid Percentage (%) 
Less than R10,000 24 18.46 
R10,001 – R 19,999 19 14.62 
R 20,000 – R 39,999 32 24.62 
R 40,000 – R 59,999 31 23.85 
R 60,000 and above 10 7.69 
Missing / not willing to disclose 14 10.77 















Figure 5.8:  Income Distribution of Respondents 
 
PART B: INFERENTIAL STATISTICS  
 
Part B of this chapter presents the results of the inferential statistical analysis. The 
statistical procedures discussed include tests of validity and reliability, bivariate and 
multivariate analysis such as cross-tabulations, Chi-square, the Mann-Whitney U-test, 
and the Kruskal Wallace test. Other procedures such as factor analysis and 
confirmatory factor analysis are discussed alongside structural equation modelling and 
multi-variate regression analysis.  
 
In order to ensure a cohesive and easy flow of the analysis, Tables 5.21 to 5.40, 5.42, 
5.43 and 5.45-5.68 are in Appendix D, which explains the leap between table numbers 
in Part A and Part B. The same applies to Figures 5.9 -5.27. 
 
5.8 FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 
Factor analysis is a statistical procedure that takes large sets of data responses and 
determines how best to reduce them into smaller sets of factors or components 
(Pallant, 2016:216). Factor analysis is an essential statistical procedure that precedes 
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39,999














multivariate analysis of variance (Pallant, 2016:216). This study employed the 
principal component analysis (PCA) procedure to undertake factor analysis. 
 
The study achieved a sample size of 130 responses, which was deemed sufficient in 
the context of the niche luxury consumer market and adequate for factor analysis 
according to Tabachnick and Fidell (2014). Nonetheless, at n=130 the application of 
factor analysis to the full theoretical model was not possible, making it necessary to 
apply factor analysis only to the subscales measuring specific constructs of the study. 
Exploratory factor analysis was utilised in the initial analysis. 
 
5.8.1 Factor Analysis for Brand Awareness 
 
As indicated in the previous section, the strength of correlation between items within 
a construct is a fundamental requirement for factor analysis. With reference to in 
Appendix D, the correlation coefficient for items measuring brand awareness ranged 
between 0.68 and 0.73, which indicates a significantly strong correlation between the 
items in brand awareness. Table 5.22 (Appendix D) also indicates that the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy is 0.74, above the 0.6 ideal mark. 
The correlation and KMO scores indicate the suitability of the items for factor analysis.  
 
After conducting factor analysis using principal component analysis (PCA), the total 
Eigenvalues indicate that the three items measuring brand awareness can be reduced 
to a single factor. The new factor, labelled as brand awareness factor 1, has a total 
Eigenvalue of 2.42, above the recommended 1.0, and accounts for 80.73% of the 
variance above the recommended 50% mark. Furthermore, all three items loaded 
adequately onto the single factor with component scores ranging between 0.89 and 
0.90. These results are summarised in Table 5.23 and the Scree plot in Figure 5.9 
also in Appendix D. Only one component was extracted. The solution cannot be 
rotated. 
  
5.8.2 Factor Analysis for Perceived Quality 
 
The sub-section of the measurement scale evaluating perceived quality was also 
examined before conducting factor analysis. With reference to Table 5.24 in Appendix 
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D, the outcome of inter-item correlation ranges between 0.79 and 0.87, indicating a 
significantly strong correlation between items measuring perceived quality. Table 5.25 
indicates a KMO of 0.76, while the Bartlett’s test yielded a significance level of p=0.00. 
These statistics indicate that the items utilised in measuring perceived quality could 
be subjected to factor analysis.  
 
Table 5.26 in appendix D indicates that the three items measuring perceived quality 
could be reduced to one factor. This new factor, labelled perceived quality factor 1, 
had a total Eigenvalue of 2.65 and accounted for 88.38% of the variance, above the 
recommended 50%. Additionally, all three items loaded adequately on the single 
factor, with component scores ranging between 0.92 to 0.95. Once again, principal 
component analysis was utilised in extracting the factors, and the solution could not 
be rotated. The results of the extraction are presented in Table 5.26 and the Scree 
plot in Figure 5.10 (See Appendix D). 
 
5.8.3 Factor Analysis for Brand Associations 
 
There was a total of 14 items utilised to evaluate brand associations. The 14 items 
were categorised into four sub-dimensions, namely utilitarian value, hedonic value, 
symbolic/extended self-value and financial/economic value. As illustrated in Table 
5.27 (Appendix D), the items recorded significant correlation with almost all inter-item 
correlations above 0.30. Table 5.28 (Appendix D) indicates a KMO of 0.90, as well as 
a significant Bartlett’s Test result of p=0.00. All these results indicate the suitability of 
the items for factor analysis.  
 
Furthermore, except for Question 7.7, which scored 0.35 on communalities, a 
significant number of the remaining items scored above the recommended 0.60. The 
low score of Question 7.7 on communalities is probably because respondents did not 
understand the meaning of conspicuous or its relevance to luxury fashion. Two factors 
were extracted (Table 5.29) with total Eigenvalues of 7.24 and 1.31 respectively, 
labelled as brand association factor 1 and brand association factor 2, with both 




5.8.4 Exploratory Factor Pattern Matrix for Brand Associations 
 
From the pattern matrix in Table 5.30 of Appendix D, Questions 7.3; 7.4; 7.5; 7.10; 
7.11 and 7.12 loaded adequately onto brand association factor 1. While Questions 
7.1; 7.2; 7.6 and 7.7 all loaded adequately onto brand association factor 2. However, 
Questions 7.13; 7.8 and 7.9 scored significantly on both factors, a situation known as 
cross-loading. Due to the marginal difference in the value loading on factor 1 and factor 
2, the three questions must be discarded and not utilised in further analysis. Rotation 
using Oblimin with Kaiser Normalisation converged in 10 iterations. 
 
5.8.5 Brand Loyalty 
 
Brand loyalty was evaluated with 10 items that were categorised under two major sub-
constructs of behavioural loyalty and attitudinal loyalty. From Table 5.31 (Appendix D), 
the items scored significant inter-item correlation, with scores ranging between 0.25 
and 0.81. The KMO was 0.91 and a significant Bartlett’s Test result of p =0.000 was 
obtained, as indicated in Table 5.32 (Appendix D). These indicate the applicability of 
factor analysis. Two factors were extracted from the 10 items after factor analysis. 
From Table 5.33 (Appendix D), brand loyalty factor 1 and brand loyalty factor 2 scored 
total Eigenvalues of 6.14 and 1.09 respectively, with a cumulative percentage of 
variance of 72.36. Rotation using Oblimin with Kaiser Normalisation converged in 7 
iterations. 
 
5.8.6 Exploratory Factor Pattern Matrix for Brand Loyalty 
 
From the structure matrix presented in Table 5.34 of Appendix D, items Q8.1, Q8.2, 
Q8.3, Q8.4 and Q8.5 loaded adequately on factor 1, while items Q8.6, Q8.7 and Q8.8 
loaded adequately on factor 2. However, items numbered Q8.10 and Q8.9 cross 
loaded onto both factors and can be expunged from the list of evaluative items.  
 
5.8.7 Factor Analysis for Overall Brand Equity 
 
Overall brand equity was evaluated with four items, as illustrated in Table 5.35 of 
Appendix D. All the items scored significantly high inter-item correlation, with a range 
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between 0.61 and 0.83. The items also scored 0.82 on the KMO and a significant 
Bartlett’s test result of p=0.000 as indicated in Table 5.36 (Appendix D). These 
statistics indicate the applicability of factor analysis to items in this construct.  
 
From Table 5.37 (Appendix D), the factor analysis revealed that all the items could 
load on one factor. Brand equity factor 1 has a total Eigenvalue of 3.10 and accounts 
for 77% of the total variance explained. The outcome of the extraction is also illustrated 
on the Scree plot in Figure 5.13 (Appendix D). Only one component was extracted, 
and the solution cannot be rotated. 
 
5.8.8 Factor Analysis for Purchase/Repurchase Intention  
 
From Section 5.8, the combined constructs of purchase intention and repurchase 
intention yielded a suitable Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. For this reason, combining 
both constructs for further analysis was deemed appropriate. In the current analysis, 
purchase/repurchase intention represented by ‘(re)purchase intention’ was evaluated 
with four items, all of which scored significantly high inter-item correlation with a range 
between 0.36 and 0.59 as presented in table 5.38 (Appendix D). The items also scored 
0.65 on the KMO and a significant Bartlett’s test result of p=0.000 (See Table 5.39 in 
Appendix D). 
 
Factor analysis was conducted, which resulted in one factor being extracted from the 
four items. This factor, which is labelled (re)purchase intention, scored a total 
Eigenvalue of 2.44 and accounted for 61% of total variance. The results are illustrated 
in Table 5.40 and the Scree plot in Figure 5.14 (Appendix D). Only one component 
was extracted. The solution cannot be rotated. 
 
5.8.9 Post Factor Analysis Reliability Test 
 
The new set of empirical factors obtained from the exploratory factor analysis were 
analysed again to determine their reliability or internal consistency and usefulness for 
other higher-level analysis such as regression analysis. According to the outcome of 
the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient test presented in Table 5.41, there was a 
considerable improvement to the reliability of the measurement scale after the initial 
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factor analysis. Brand association, now recategorised as brand association1 and 
brand association2, scored Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of 0.89 and 0.79 
respectively, indicating a very good internal consistency amongst the new factors.  
 
Brand loyalty was also reconstituted as two factors: brand loyalty1 and brand loyalty2, 
which scored Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of 0.59 and 0.85, respectively. It was 
observed, however, that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for brand loyalty1 could be 
significantly improved if the reversed coded Question 8.5, which states ‘South African 
luxury fashion brands do not appeal to me’, is discarded from the subscale. Discarding 
Question 8.5 improves the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient to 0.899, approximately 0.90. 
Brand equity also scored an adequate Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.90.  
 
Purchase and repurchase intentions improved significantly in reliability with 
Cronbach’s alpha scores of 0.69 and 0.70, respectively. Nevertheless, the combined 
factor of (re)purchase intention with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient score of 0.78 
proved once again the appropriateness of recategorising purchase/repurchase 
intention as a single construct for future analysis. 
 









Brand awareness 0.880 Brand awareness 0.880 




Brand association1 0.890 
Brand association2 0.788 
Brand loyalty 
0.819 
Brand loyalty1 0.588 
Brand loyalty2 0.852 
Brand equity 0.903 Brand equity 0.903 
Purchase intention 0.642 Purchase intention 0.687 
Repurchase int. 0.688 Repurchase intention 0.702 






5.8.10 Categorising and Relabelling of Empirical Factors 
 
The measurement scale adapted for this study sought to evaluate the relationship 
between four predictor variables, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand 
association, brand loyalty, on the intermediate and outcome variables of overall brand 
equity and purchase/repurchase intention. After factor analysis, brand awareness, 
perceived quality, overall brand equity and purchase/repurchase intention were all 
maintained as single factors. Two factors each were extracted from brand association 
and brand loyalty. These factors were named based on the dominant measurement 
items and their respective sub-constructs from the literature and initial 
conceptualisation. The categories, as presented in Table 5.42 (Appendix D) and 
Figure 5.15, are brand association factor 1 (hedonic value), brand association factor 




Figure 5.15:  Theoretical Framework According to Extracted Empirical Factors 
 
5.9 BIVARIATE ANALYSIS 
 
Bivariate analysis is the simultaneous analysis of two variables, usually a dependent 
and an independent variable, in order to determine the empirical relationship between 
them. Bivariate analysis is useful in testing the simple hypothesis of association and 
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comprises higher-order statistical procedures such as multiple regression, correlation 
and ANOVA. 
 
The choice of specific statistical procedures employed in a bivariate analysis may be 
parametric or non-parametric. In quantitative methods, parametric tests are preferable 
to non-parametric alternatives. However, parametric tests can only be applied when 
the data fulfils the assumptions of normality, comprises of interval or continuous data, 
and exhibits similarity in the variance of the different groups of the analysis (Woodrow, 
2014:135). When the data violates these assumptions, parametric tests are deemed 
inappropriate and non-parametric tests are employed.   
 
5.9.1 Test of Bivariate Normality 
 
In order to determine whether to use a parametric or non-parametric bivariate test for 
higher-order analysis, the data were subjected to a test of normality. The normality of 
data can be assessed in three ways: the use of the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-
Smirnov tests; the assessment of the skewness and kurtosis of the frequency 
distribution; or the visual examination of the histograms and normal probability plots 
(Meyers et al., 2013:140).  
 
The test of normality of the data was undertaken with two statistical tests, the Shapiro-
Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests. According to the results captured in Table 5.43 
(Appendix D), the Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics ranged between 0.12 and 0.25 and 
were all significant at p=0.000 (p<0.05), while the Shapiro-Wilk tests registered scores 
between 0.90 and 0.94 with significance of p=0.000 (p<0.050). The significance of 
both test scores at p<0.05 for all the variables indicates a violation of the normality 
assumption and necessitates the adoption of non-parametric higher-order bivariate 
tests (Meyers et al., 2013:140).  
 
The absence of normality was affirmed by the skewness and kurtosis values. As 
demonstrated in Table 5.44, the observed skewness and kurtosis of the frequency 
distribution range between -0.924 and 0.244, indicating negatively skewed data. 
Lastly, a physical examination of the histogram figures (5.16-5.23) in Annexure D 
reveals the absence of the normal bell-shaped curve. The lack of normality in the 
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frequency distribution of the data necessitates the adoption of non-parametric tests 
such as the Friedman’s ANOVAs, Kruskal - Wallis analysis, the Mann-Whitney U-test 
and the Spearman’s rho for higher-order bivariate analysis. 
 
Table 5.44:  Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness and Kurtosis in Data Distribution 













Brand awareness 1 5 0,24 -1.07 2.51 1.19 130 
Perceived quality 2 5 -0.50 -0.36 3.74 0.82 130 
Brand assoc.-HV  1 4.7 -0.36 -0.56 3.30 0.79 130 
Brand assoc.-UV 1 5 -0.92 1.85 3.78 0.68 130 
Brand loyalty-AL 1.8 5 - 0.80 0.46 3.80 0.75 130 
Brand loyalty-BL 1 4.7 - 0.26 -0.73 2.78 0.87 130 
Brand equity 1 5 -0.61 -0.24 3.44 0.87 130 
(Re)purchase intention 1 5 -0.23 -1.12 3.33 1.08 126 
 
5.9.2 Cross-Tabulations and Chi - Square Analysis 
 
Cross-tabulations compare the response data for sub-segments within the sample 
population to unearth additional detail that is not readily evident. The result enables a 
better understanding of the influence of component variables on overall outcome or 
responses. For example, the propensity of women who have patronised South African 
luxury fashion brands to rank brand equity high may directly impact the outcome of 
overall responses for brand equity amongst patrons of South African luxury fashion 
brands, thereby providing a better understanding of the complexity of respondents’ 




This section examines these complexities by cross-tabulating and evaluating the 
significance of relationships between the demography of respondents and patronage 
or non-patronage of South African luxury fashion brands. The significance of observed 
relationships is determined by the result of Chi-square tests. A Chi-square test result 
validates the significance of the observed relationship if p<0.05. The variables of 
interest include gender, age, ethnicity, educational qualification and disposable 
monthly income. The tables for reference for cross tabulation and Chi-square analysis, 
Tables 5.45 – 5.55 are presented in Appendix D. 
 
5.9.2.1  Gender and Patrons / Non-Patrons 
 
The results of cross-tabulations for gender and patronage of South African luxury 
fashion brands as indicated in Table 5.45 (Appendix D) reveal that of the respondents 
that had patronised South African luxury fashion brands before, 59.5% of them were 
female, compared to 33.3% who were male. The results also indicate that males 
constitute 66.7% of respondents that had not patronised South African luxury fashion 
brands before. Table 5.46 (Appendix D) presents the Chi-square test result of 8.17, 
which is significant at p=0.004 (p<0.05), which indicates that gender impacts 
significantly on the patronage of South African luxury fashion brands, with women 
more likely to buy South African luxury fashion brands than men.  
 
5.9.2.2  Age and Patronage / Non-Patronage 
 
The results for cross-tabulation of respondents’ ages and patronage of South African 
luxury fashion brands as presented in Table 5.47 (Appendix D) indicate that age 
influences the likelihood of purchasing South African luxury fashion brands. It was 
observed that of the respondents who had patronised South African brands, 23.3% of 
were aged between 15 and 24. However, of the respondents aged 25-34 and above 
35, 56.7% and 59.5% respectively had purchased South African luxury fashion 
brands. The result of the Chi-square tests in Table 5.48 (Appendix D) is 10.92 with a 
significance level of p=0.004 (p<0.05). This implies that a significant relationship exists 
between the age of respondents and patronage of South African luxury fashion 




5.9.2.3  Ethnicity and Patronage / Non-Patronage 
 
The results of Cross-tabulations of ethnicity and the patronage of South African luxury 
fashion brands, presented in Table 5.49 of Appendix D, indicate an insignificant 
relationship between ethnicity and patronage. While the results indicate significant 
percentages, with 54.7% of black Africans, 45.2% of whites and 36.0% of Coloured, 
Asians and others having purchased South African luxury fashion brands. The Chi-
square result of 3.64 with a significance of 0.162 (p>0.05) presented in Table 5.50 
(Appendix D) indicates that the relationship is insignificant. This implies that the 
patronage of SA luxury brands does not differ significantly amongst black Africans, 
whites, coloureds, Asians and other ethnic groups.  
 
5.9.2.4  Educational Qualification and Patronage / Non-Patronage 
 
The results of cross-tabulations of educational qualification and patronage of South 
African luxury fashion brands, presented in Table 5.51 of Appendix D, indicate that of 
the 61.3% of respondents who held a postgraduate degree had purchased from South 
African luxury fashion brands before. Similarly, 49.3% of respondents with 
undergraduate degree had patronised South African brands before and 37.5% of 
those with a diploma or a certificate had patronised South African brands. While these 
scores were relevant, the result of the Chi-square tests of 3.10 and p=0.213 (p>0.05) 
presented in Table 5.52 (Appendix D) fails to establish a statistically significant 
relationship between educational qualification and patronage of South African luxury 
fashion brands. In other words, one’s level of education is not indicative of one’s 
likelihood of purchasing SA luxury fashion brand items. 
 
5.9.2.5  Monthly Disposable Income and Patronage / Non-Patronage 
 
The results of cross-tabulations of monthly disposable income and patronage of South 
African luxury fashion brands, presented in Table 5.53 of Appendix D, indicate that 
45.8% of the respondents who earned below R10,000 were patrons of South African 
luxury fashion brands. Similarly, 31.6% earned of respondents who between R10,000 
and R19,999; 34.4% of those who earned between R20,000 and R39,999; 71% of 
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those who earned between R40,000 and R59,999 and 80% of respondents who 
earned above R60,000, had patronised brands of South African origin.  
 
The significance of the relationship between monthly disposable income and the 
patronage of South African luxury fashion brands was examined with Pearson’s Chi-
square. Table 5.54 (in Appendix D) indicates Chi-square score of 14.92 at a 
significance level of p=0.005 (p<0.05) indicates that the relationship between monthly 
disposable income and the patronage of SA luxury fashion brands was significant. In 
other words, the higher the monthly disposable income of respondents, the greater 
the likelihood of them purchasing South African luxury fashion brands. 
 
5.9.3 Comparison Analysis 
 
Further analysis of the data compared how the composite groups in the data ranked 
the empirical CBBE factors. The first section of the comparison analysis examined 
how respondents rank the empirical factors based on their patronage habits (patrons 
and non-patrons), and gender (male and female). Due to the observed lack of 
normality in the data, the first part of the analysis employed a non-parametric test 
known as the Mann - Whitney U-test. The Mann-Whitney U-test evaluates significant 
differences between two groups by ranking the mean of the responses for both groups 
and determining the z-scores (Woodrow, 2014:140). The p-value is relied upon once 
again to determine the significance of the differences in mean scores.  
 
The second section of the comparison analysis examined how respondents rank the 
empirical factors based on the multi-variate demographics of ethnicity and monthly 
disposable incomes. Once again, a non-parametric test known as the Kruskal-Wallis 
analysis of ranks is employed. Kruskal-Wallis is ideal when comparing the mean 
scores of more than two groups (Reimann et al., 2008). 
 
5.9.4 Mann-Whitney U-Test 
 
The Mann-Whitney U-test is a non-parametric statistical test used to determine 
differences between two groups on a continuous measure (Pallant, 2016:277). The 
research undertook comparison analysis of how respondents ranked the empirical 
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brand equity variables based on their patronage habits (patrons and non-patrons) and 
gender (male and female). This was to determine whether the gender of respondents 
had a significant influence on the likelihood of them patronising South African luxury 
fashion brands. This analysis required the Mann-Whitney U-test. The p-value is relied 
upon once again to determine the significance of the differences in mean scores. 
 
5.9.4.1  Assessment of empirical factors based on patronage and non-
patronage of South African luxury fashion brands 
 
From Table 5.55 in Appendix D, the respondents who had purchased South African 
luxury fashion brands before exhibited higher mean ranks for all seven empirical 
factors in comparison to those who had not purchased South African luxury fashion 
brands before. The Mann-Whitney U-tests presented in Table 5.56 (Appendix D), with 
z values ranging between -6.037 and -1.890, indicated that all the differences were 
significant except for brand association (hedonic value). In other words, respondents 
who had purchased South African luxury fashion brands before were likely to rank 
brand equity variables higher than those who had not purchased South African luxury 
fashion brands before.  
 
5.9.4.2  Assessment of empirical factors based on gender 
 
Table 5.57 (Appendix D) compares the ranking of empirical factors based on the two 
groups under gender (male and female). There are observed differences in the ranking 
of all seven empirical factors, with z scores ranging between -1.227 to -3.007 (Table 
5.58 in Appendix D). However, the differences observed are only significant for three 
empirical factors: brand quality (p=0.017), brand loyalty (attitudinal) (p=0.019) and 
brand loyalty (behavioral) (p=0.003). In other words, male and female respondents did 
not differ significantly in their ranking of brand equity variables except for brand quality, 
brand loyalty1 and brand loyalty2. 
 
5.9.5 Kruskal - Wallis Tests 
 
The Kruskal-Wallis test is another non-parametric test used to simultaneously 
compare the mean rank differences amongst three or more data groups (Pallant, 
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2016:274; Reimann et al., 2012:161). The Kruskal-Wallis test is also based on a null 
hypothesis that predicts the absence of a significant relationship between the data 
groups for comparison. The Kruskal-Wallis test is interpreted with three output 
statistics: The Chi-square value, the degree of freedom (df) and the significance level 
(p) (Pallant, 2016:278). The relationship is assumed to be statistically significant if the 
p-value<0.05 (Pallant, 2016:278). The Kruskal-Wallis test examined how respondents 
ranked the empirical brand equity variables based on the sub-categories of ethnicity 
and disposable income.  
 
5.9.5.1  Comparison analysis of empirical factors based on ethnicity 
 
The result of comparison analysis based on ethnicity is presented in Table 5.59 
(Appendix D). There are observed differences between how respondents of different 
ethnicity rank the empirical brand equity variables. However, after the Kruskal-Wallis 
test (Table 5.60 of Appendix D), the observed differences were significant for four of 
the empirical factors: brand awareness (p=0.032), brand association (hedonic) 
(p=0.039), brand loyalty (behavioural) (p=0.010), and (re)purchase intention 
(p=0.0016). It can be deduced, therefore, that except for brand quality, brand 
association (utilitarian), brand loyalty (attitudinal) and overall brand equity, 
respondents of different ethnic groups varied significantly in their evaluation of the 
empirical brand equity variables.  
 
5.9.5.2  Assessment of empirical factors based on monthly disposable income 
 
There are observed differences in the evaluation of the seven empirical brand equity 
variables based on the monthly disposable income of respondents, with higher 
monthly income earners more likely to rank brand equity variables higher. The test 
statistics in Table 5.62 (Appendix D) indicate, however, that the observed differences 
are significant only for brand awareness (H=9.721, p=0.045), brand association 
(hedonic) (H=12.439, p=0.014), and (re)purchase intention (H=12.273, p=0.015). In 
other words, respondents with higher monthly disposable income are likely to rank 
brand awareness, brand association (hedonic) and (re)purchase intentions higher 





5.10 CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 
In order to test the proposed theoretical model and associated alternative hypothesis, 
it is necessary to develop a measurement model from the extracted factors for further 
analysis. This procedure begins with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the 
previously extracted factors before the development of the measurement model. The 
data was tested for multivariate normality, with the results from the multivariate 
kurtosis indicating a normalised estimate of 9.01. Even though this result suggests 
multi-variate normality, a precautionary approach of robust maximum likelihood 
procedure was adopted, which can correct the test statistics and introduce standard 
errors to offset the bias associated with the likelihood of non-normality (Hu & Bentler, 
1999).  
 
The results of the robust statistics for the model fit indices are deemed satisfactory if 
the four main determining fit statistics are as follows: the NFI, NNFI and CFI are above 
0.9, and the RMSEA = 0.06. However, the robust statistics of the initial proposed 
model (X2=700.905; degrees of freedom=436; p=0) displayed partially satisfactory fit 
index (X2/df=1.608, NFI=0.782, NNFI=0.888, CFI=0.902, RMSEA=0.069), with only 
two (in italics) out of the four statistics being adequate. 
 
In order to remedy the observed unsatisfactory fit indices and improve the 
measurement model, the factors were further examined, resulting in the elimination of 
items with low R2 values (usually R2 < 0.4) along with response cases that had a high 
contribution to skewness. This led to the expunction of three items and 10 cases from 
the measurement model. However, the outcome of these remedial procedures failed 
to improve the measurement model, with the model fit index deteriorating even further 
(X2/df=2.953, NFI=0.807, NNFI=0876, CFI=0.894, RMSEA=0.089). While this result 
was most likely explicated by the small sample size of the study, the factors were 
subjected to further evaluation to determine the reliability and validity of the factors. 
 
5.11 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY  
 
The second measurement model (X2/df=2.953, NFI=0.807, NNFI=0876, CFI=0.894, 
RMSEA=0.089) was evaluated to determine the internal consistency of its composite 
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factors. The tests comprised of composite reliability, convergent validity and 
discriminant validity. The composite reliability was determined with the Joreskog rho 
(Jrho) coefficient, which indicates acceptable levels of composite reliability at scores 
above 0.7 (Jrho > 0.7). The Jrho scores presented in Table 5.63 (Appendix D) range 
between Jrho=0.77 and Jrho=0.91, indicating adequate composite reliability of the 
model.  
 
The tests of convergent and discriminant validity, as discussed in Chapter 4, are 
determined with the AVE, MSV and the ASV. A model exhibits convergent validity 
when the AVE score is above 0.5. The results of the AVE tests presented in Table 
5.64 (Appendix D) range from 0.53 to 0.93, indicating that the model exhibits 
convergent validity. Discriminant validity on the other hand is achieved when the 
AVE>MSV and ASV (AVE> (MSV & ASV)). Table 5.64 indicates a partial fulfilment of 
the two conditions, with some scores of the MSV>AVE, thereby violating the 
assumption of discriminant validity. 
 
The analysis revealed that four out of the eight factors, namely brand association 
(hedonic), brand association (utilitarian), brand loyalty (behavioural) and (re)purchase 
intention, did not fulfil the condition for discriminant validity. This prompted further 
analysis of the items that constitute the four precluded factors. The analysis involved 
conducting an exploratory factor analysis of all the items to determine which items 
were problematic.  
 
5.11.1 EFA for Brand Assoc.-HV, Brand Loyalty-AL, Brand Loyalty-BL and 
(Re)purchase Intention 
 
A total of 13 items from the four factors were subjected to exploratory factor analysis. 
As presented in Table 5.65 (Appendix D), the inter-correlation scores were adequate, 
with a KMO score of 0.914 at a significance of p=0.000. The outcome statistics indicate 
the applicability of factor analysis to items in this construct. As indicated in Table 5.66 
(Appendix D), the EFA resulted in two factors being extracted from the 13 items, with 
factor 1 scoring a total Eigenvalue of 7.40 and accounting for 57% of the total variance. 
Factor 2, on the other hand, scored a total Eigenvalue of 1.10 and accounted for 8% 
of the total variance. Both factors cumulatively accounted for 65% of the total variance. 
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The results obtained are presented in Table 5.67 and illustrated by the Scree plot in 
Figure 5.24 (Appendix D).                                                                                                   
 
5.11.5 Exploratory Factor Pattern Matrix for Brand Assoc.-UV, Brand Loyalty-AL, 
Brand Loyalty-BL and (Re)purchase Int. 
 
Based on the result of the pattern matrix in Table 5.68 of Appendix D, items Q7.1; 
Q7.2; Q7.8; Q8.1, Q8.4; Q8.3; Q8.10, r.q10/11.1; r.q10/11.3 and r.q10/11.4 loaded 
adequately onto factor 1, while items Q8.6, Q8.7 and Q8.8 all loaded adequately onto 
factor 2. It was further observed that the constituent items of factor 2 corresponded 
with brand loyalty (behavioural), thereby reducing the two loyalty factors to one. Factor 
1 was, however, a composition of items from brand association (utilitarian), brand 
loyalty (attitudinal), and (re)purchase intention, making it difficult to categorise factor 1 
under any of the constituent factors. It was observed after careful examination that 
categorising factor 1 under (re)purchase intention was more appropriate than either of 
the other factors. The two factors from the exploratory factor analysis were therefore 
brand loyalty (behavioral) and (re)purchase intention.  
 
5.12 FINAL MEASUREMENT MODEL FROM SEM 
 
After subjecting the factors of the previous measurement model to further analysis and 
reduction, a total of six factors remained, namely brand awareness, brand quality, 
brand association (hedonic), brand loyalty (behavioural), overall brand equity and 
(re)purchase intention. According to Hu and Bentler (1999), the best fit model indices 
are observed at a comparative index of NFI, NFFI and CFI≥0.90 and RMSEA≤0.06. 
The final measurement model (X2=327.177, degree of freedom=194, p=0) was 
assessed using the normal distribution fit statistics. The fit indices of the final model 
(X2/df=1.686, NFI=0.856, NNFI=0.923, CFI=0.935 and RMSEA=0.077), was 
significantly enhanced except for the RMSEA being greater than 0.06.  
 
The discrepancy in the RMSEA value is likely explicated by the smallness of the final 
sample size which had reduced further to 120 cases after the factor reduction 
procedures. Hu and Bentler (1999) confirm this phenomenon, proposing that the 
RMSEA tends to over reject true population models with small sample size. 
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Consequently, Browne & Cudeck (1992) have suggested that in circumstances where 
the sample size is small, an allowance of RMSEA≤0.08 is indicative of a fair fit. For 
these reasons, the test results for the final Model are acceptable. Table 5.69 presents 
the fit indices for the succession of measurement models. 
 
Table 5.69: Fit Index for Three Successive Measurement Models 
Model n Mardia X2/df Sig. (p) NFI NNFI CFI 
RMSEA 
(95%) 
Model 1 130 9.006 1.607 0.000 0.782 0.888 0.902 0.069 
Model 2 120 3.965 1.954 0.000 0.807 0.876 0.894 0.089 
Model 3 120 3.425 1.686 0.000 0.856 0.923 0.935 0.077 
 
 
5.13 REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
 
Despite concluding on the adequacy of the final model, a subsequent regression 
analysis was undertaken to substantiate the outcomes of the SEM analysis. The 
analysis involved a multiple regression, firstly of the four independent or predictor 
variables (brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association (hedonic), and 
brand loyalty (behavioural) on the intermediate variable overall brand equity, and 
secondly of the four predictor variables (brand awareness, perceived quality, brand 
association (hedonic), and brand loyalty (behavioural) and overall brand equity on 
(re)purchase intention. 
 
Before a regression analysis is carried out, certain assumptions must be satisfied. 
Firstly, the variables must exhibit adequate correlation, with an ideal correlation 
coefficient ranging between a minimum of 0.3 and a maximum of 0.7 (Pallant, 2016; 
Hair, et al., 2018). While low levels of correlation indicate a weak inter-factor 
relationship, higher levels of correlation indicate the presence of collinearity, which has 
adverse implications on the outcome of the t-tests. Thereby, making both low 
correlation and collinearity undesirable. Additionally, the data must be normally 
distributed, which is observed by examining the graph of probability plot for normality 
and the graph of regression standardised residual value for homoscedasticity 




Table 5.70 indicates an adequate correlation between the factors, except for a weak 
coefficient (0.250) between brand association (hedonic) and brand awareness. The 
correlation coefficient amongst the other variables ranges between 0.360 and 0.701. 
Furthermore, the histogram of both models and the regression standardised residual 
plots presented illustrated with figures 25-27 in Appendix D indicate a fairly normal 
distribution and appropriate levels of homoscedasticity.  
 



















Brand Awareness 1.000       -        -       -      -      - 
Perceived Quality 0.434 1.000        -        -       -       - 
Brand Assoc.-HV 0.250 0.701 1.000       -      -       - 
Brand Loyalty-BL 0.454 0.576 0.643 1.000     -      - 
Brand Equity 0.360 0.628 0.621 0.695 1.000      - 
(Re)purchase Int. 0.579 0.592 0.474 0.547 0.601 1.00 
 
5.13.1 Model 1: CBBE Predictor Variables Against Brand Equity 
 
The first regression analysis modelled the empirical predictor factors of brand 
awareness, perceived quality, brand association (hedonic), brand loyalty (behavioural) 
against the mediating empirical factor overall brand equity.  
 
The results from the ANOVA in Table 5.71 indicate an adequate model fit with an 
adjusted R square score of 0.556 (F=41.394, p=0.000). This result suggests that the 
predictive variables, brand awareness, brand quality, brand association (hedonic), and 
brand loyalty (behavioral), collectively account for 56% of change in brand equity. This 







Table 5.71:  Model Summary  
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 




1 .755a 0.570 0.556 0.57824 2.023 
 









Regression 55.363 4 13.841 41.394 .000b 
Residual 41.795 125 0.334 - - 
Total 97.158 129 - - - 
 
The model was analysed further to evaluate the significance of the influence each 
predictive factor has on overall brand equity. The results, presented in Table 5.73, 
indicate standardised coefficients ranging between 0.006 to 0.445, which indicates the 
varied influence of each predictor variable on overall brand equity. However, the p 
values indicate that the influence of only two predictor factors, namely perceived 
quality and brand loyalty (behavioural), is significant. In other words, the strongest 
predictor of overall brand equity is perceived quality and brand loyalty (behavioural). 
This relationship can be expressed as follows: a unit increment in perceived quality 
will improve overall brand equity by 0.265 units, while a unit increment in brand loyalty 
(behavioural) will improve overall brand equity by 0.445 units.  
 
Table 5.73:  Standardised Coefficients 
Model 
Standardised 
Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 
Constant - 2.481 0.014 - - 
Brand Awareness 0.006 0.080 0.936 0.710 1.408 
Perceived Quality 0.265 2.976 0.004 0.433 2.311 
Brand Assoc. val1 0.147 1.591 0.114 0.401 2.496 




5.13.2 Model 2: Stepwise Models of Brand Equity Predictor Factors with and 
without Overall Brand Equity Against (Re)purchase Intention 
 
Model 2 is a stepwise regression of the four brand equity predictors without and with 
the intermediate variable overall brand equity on (re)purchase intention.  
 
The first step of the regression in model 2 indicates an adequate fit with adjusted R 
square scores of 0.490 (F=30.966, p=0.000) as presented in Table 5.74. The result of 
the model summary indicates that, in the absence of the intermediary variable brand 
equity, the empirical predictive factors – brand awareness, perceived quality, brand 
association (hedonic) and brand loyalty (behavioural) – account for 49% of the 
variance in (re)purchase intention. This observation is significant at p=0.000 (p<0.05).  
 
The second step of the regression in model 2 also indicates an adequate fit, with 
adjusted R square scores of 0.524 (F=28.551, p=0.000). This implies that the empirical 
brand equity variables – brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association 
(hedonic) and brand loyalty (behavioural) – together with the intermediate variable 
brand equity account for 52% of the variance in repurchase intention. This observation 
is significant, with p=0.000 (p<0.05).  
 
Table 5.74:  Model Summary 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 




1 .711a 0.506 0.490 0.77118  





Table 5.75:  ANOVA 






Regression 73.664 4 18.416 30.966 .000b 
Residual 71.961 121 0.595 - - 
Total 145.625 125 - - - 
2 
Regression 79.118 5 15.824 28.551 .000c 
Residual 66.507 120 0.554 - - 
Total 145.625 125 - - - 
 
Once again, the model was subjected to further analysis to evaluate the significance 
of the influence of each predictive factor and the intermediary factor on (re)purchase 
intention. The results presented in Table 5.76 indicate standardised coefficients 
ranging between 0.073 and 0.358 for the first part of model 2. Furthermore, it is 
observed that the results for two predictor variables, namely brand awareness and 
perceived quality, with t scores of 4.726 and 2.932 are significant at p=0.000 and 
p=0.004, respectively. In other words, a unit increment in brand awareness will 
improve (re)purchase intention by 0.358 units, while a unit increment in perceived 
quality will improve (re)purchase intention by 0.285 units. 
 
The second part of the regression also indicates standardised coefficients ranging 
between 0.030 and 0.357. It is observed that the results for three predictor variables, 
namely brand awareness, brand quality and overall brand equity, are significant at 
p=0.000, p=0.035 and p=0.002, respectively. In other words, a unit increment in brand 
awareness will improve (re)purchase intention by 0.357 units, a unit increment in 
perceived quality will improve (re)purchase intention by 0.207 units, and finally, a unit 
















Constant - 0.543 0.588 - - 
Brand Awareness 0.358 4.726 0.000 0.710 1.408 
Perceived Quality 0.285 2.932 0.004 0.433 2.311 
Brand Assoc.-HV 0.073 0.725 0.470 0.401 2.496 
Brand Loyalty-BL 0.174 1.903 0.059 0.490 2.040 
2 
Constant - - 0.131 0.896 - - 
Brand Awareness 0.357 4.873 0.000 0.710 1.408 
Perceived Quality 0.207 2.128 0.035 0.404 2.474 
Brand Assoc.-HV 0.030 0.302 0.763 0.393 2.546 
Brand Loyalty-BL 0.042 0.434 0.665 0.400 2.501 
Brand Equity 0.295 3.137 0.002 0.430 2.325 
 
The independent variables in both regression models 1 and 2 yielded adequate 
variance inflation factor (VIF) values (VIF<3), indicating the absence of 
multicollinearity problems. The outcomes of the multiple regression analysis 
corroborated the results of the SEM analysis and affirmed the fit of the final model. 
The next section utilises the structural model to determine the path co-efficient of the 
relationships between the IVs and DVs in testing the stated hypotheses. 
 
5.14 THE STRUCTURAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESIS TESTING 
 
In this section, the structural model with path coefficient is utilised in evaluating the 
relationships amongst the variables for hypothesis testing. The path analysis reflects 
cause-and-effect relationships between observed variables in the model (Byrne, 
2013). Table 5.77 represents the variances explained (R-squared) of the variables, 




The R - squared values presented in Table 5.77 summarise the variances explained 
between the predictor and dependent variables in the model. Accordingly, the 
independent or predictor variables – brand awareness, perceived quality, brand 
association1 and brand loyalty2 – explain 56% of the variance in overall brand equity. 
Brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association (hedonic) and brand loyalty 
(behavioural) explain 49% of the variance in (re)purchase intention. Finally, brand 
awareness, perceived quality, brand association (hedonic), brand loyalty 
(behavioural), and overall brand equity explain 52% of the variance in (re)purchase 
intention. 
 
Table 5.77:  Variances Explained of the Study’s Constructs in the Model 
Dependent Variable Independent Variable Adjusted R-Squared 
Std error of the 
estimate 
Overall Brand Equity 








BA, PQ, BAss1, BL-
BL, BE 
0.524 0.74446 
Note: BA=brand awareness, PQ=perceived quality, BAss1=brand association1, BL2=brand loyalty 2, 
BE=overall brand equity.  
  
5.15 STRUCTURAL MODEL 
 
Table 5.79 represents the outcome of the structural model equation, displaying the 
relationship between the factors of the model. The direction and strength of the 
relationship are determined to be significant or otherwise with either the standard 
statistics (t-test) or robust statistics (displayed in parentheses). The standard errors 
and test statistics are significant at the 5% level, which is indicated with the sign @. 
Due to the unsatisfactory fit indices obtained for the measurement model, the robust 
statistics (displayed in parentheses) were used in explaining the significance of the 
relationships between the factors.  
 
The first part of the analysis examines the relationship between the four independent 
variables – brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association (hedonic) and 
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brand loyalty (behavioural) – and the intermediate factor overall brand equity. From 
the robust test results presented in Table 5.78, the relationships between two of the 
four independent or predictor variables and the intermediate variable overall brand 
equity are significant. These are perceived quality and brand loyalty (behavioural), with 
robust statistics of 5.435@ and 6.549@ respectively. 
 
The second part of the analysis examines the relationship between the four 
independent variables – brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association 
(hedonic), and brand loyalty (behavioural) – as well as the intermediate variable overall 
brand equity and the outcome variable (re)purchase intention. The robust results 
indicate that the relationships between three of these variables and (re)purchase 
intention are significant. These are brand awareness (4.571@), perceived quality 
(2.284@) and overall brand equity (2.545@).  
 
Table 5.78:  Construct Equations with Standard Errors and Test Statistics 
 
      F5 = F5       =       .008*F1.    +     .362*F2        +      .113*F3       +.       .761*F4 
       .051    .070     .078    .115  
      .161    5.157@     1.449     6.626@ 
   ( .047)   ( .067)      ( .075)    ( .116) 
   ( .173)   (5.435@      (1.500)    (6.549@ 
                                +1.000 D5 
      F6 = F6       =.      .464*F5      +    .357*F1          +     .241*F2.       +.     .156*F3 
     .147     .073       .095        .089 
   3.153@    4.851@     2.538@       1.739 
   ( .182)   ( .078)    ( .105)       ( .081) 
   (2.545@   (4.571@    (2.284@      (1.928) 
                                .159*F4         +.      1.000 D6 
                                   .153 
                                -1.043 
                                 ( .184) 
                                ( -.868) 
 
Note: Statistics significant at the 5% level are market with @  




Figure 5.28:  Structural model with path coefficients  
 
Table 5.79 summarises the structural model, with path coefficients presented in Figure 
5.24. From this table, the direction of relationship and the strength of correlation are 
simplified to assist in testing the objectives and hypothesis of the study.  
 
Table 5.79:  Path Coefficients and Variance Explained of Dependent Constructs 




Brand equity ------- Brand awareness 0.01 - 
Brand equity ------- Brand quality 0.38 * 
Brand equity ------- Brand assoc.-HV 0.11 - 
Brand equity ------- Brand loyalty-BL 0.62 * 
(Re)purchase intention ------- Brand equity 0.48 * 
(Re)purchase intention ------- Brand awareness 0.53 * 
(Re)purchase intention ------- Brand quality 0.26 * 
(Re)purchase intention ------- Brand assoc.-HV 0.15 - 
(Re)purchase intention ------- Brand loyalty-BL -0.14 - 
Note: * = significant at 0.05 level 
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5.16 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESIS TESTING 
 
The overarching aim of this research is to understand consumer disposition towards 
South African luxury fashion brands. This aim is addressed with three objectives, 
which are laid out as follows:  
 
Objective 1: To determine the strength of the following variables of brand equity of 
South African luxury fashion brands: brand awareness, brand 
association, perceived quality and brand loyalty. 
 
Objective 2: To determine the significance of consumer-based brand equity variables 
as predictors of overall brand equity and purchase/repurchase intention 
of South African luxury fashion brands. 
 
Objective 3: To determine the most influential brand equity variables on overall brand 
equity and purchase/repurchase intention of South African luxury 
fashion brands.   
 
Objectives 1 and 2 are expressed with nine hypotheses, which will be subject to testing 
based on the results of the demographic statistics, SEM and regression analysis. The 
outcome of each test is indicated directly beneath the alternative hypothesis. 
 
5.16.1 Objective 1  
 
The hypothesis testing for Objective 1 revealed the following:  
 
 
Ha 1: South African luxury fashion brands have a weak brand awareness 
amongst luxury consumers. 
 
The outcome of the frequencies and percentages for brand awareness, with mean and 
standard deviation scores of M=2.36 and SD=1.32, indicates a moderately weak brand 
awareness amongst respondents. The results support the alternative hypothesis, and 




Ha 2: South African luxury fashion brands have weak quality perception amongst 
luxury consumers. 
 
The outcome of the frequencies and percentages for brand quality, with mean and 
standard deviation scores of M=3.74 and SD=0.87, indicates a moderately strong 
perception of brand quality. The result does not support the alternative hypothesis, 
and Ha 2 is rejected. 
 
Ha 3: South African luxury fashion brands have unfavourable brand 
associations amongst luxury consumers. 
 
Brand association of South African luxury fashion brands amongst consumers was 
evaluated based on four main value dimensions: utilitarian, hedonic, symbolic and 
financial value dimensions. The outcome of the frequencies and percentages, with 
mean and standard deviation scores of M=3.42, SD=0.97, indicates a moderately 
strong and favourable association for all four dimensions. The result does not support 
the alternative hypothesis, and Ha 3 is rejected. 
 
Ha 4: South African luxury fashion brands have weak brand loyalty amongst 
luxury consumers. 
 
The statistical outcome of the frequencies and percentages for brand loyalty, with 
mean and standard deviation scores of M=3.29, SD=0.85, indicates a moderately 
strong brand loyalty amongst consumers. This result does not support the alternative 
hypothesis, and Ha 4 is rejected.  
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5.16.2 Objective 2  
 
The hypothesis testing for Objective 2 revealed the following:  
 
Ha 5: Brand awareness of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct and 
significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Brand awareness has a direct influence on overall brand equity. However, this 
influence is not significant. The result does not support the alternative hypothesis, and 
Ha 5 is rejected. 
 
Ha 6: The perceived quality of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Perceived quality has a direct influence on brand equity. This influence is significant 
at the 5% level. The result supports the alternative hypothesis, and Ha 6 is accepted. 
 
Ha 7: Brand associations of South African luxury fashion brands have a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Brand association of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct influence on 
overall brand equity. However, this influence is not significant. The result does not 
support the alternative hypothesis, and Ha 7 is rejected. 
 
Ha 8: Brand loyalty towards South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Brand loyalty towards South African luxury fashion brands has a direct influence on 
overall brand equity. This influence is significant at the 5% level. The result supports 
the alternative hypothesis, and Ha 8 is accepted. 
 
Ha 9: Overall brand equity of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 





Overall brand equity of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct influence on 
purchase/repurchase intentions. The influence is significant at the 5% level. The result 
supports the alternative hypothesis, and Ha 9 is accepted. 
 
5.16.3 Objective 3  
 
From the results of the path coefficient indicated in Table 5.80, two brand equity 
variables emerged as significant and the most influential on overall brand equity and 
purchase/ repurchase intentions. They are brand loyalty, which explains 62% of the 
variance in overall brand equity, and brand awareness, which explains 53% of the 
variance in purchase/repurchase intention. 
 
Table 5.80:  Summary of Results for Hypothesis Testing 







South African luxury fashion 
brands have a weak brand 
awareness amongst luxury 
consumers. 
2.36 1.32 - Accepted 
Ha 2 
South African luxury fashion 
brands have weak quality 
perception amongst luxury 
consumers. 
3.74 0.87 - Rejected 
Ha 3 
South African luxury fashion 
brands have unfavourable brand 
associations amongst luxury 
consumers. 
3.42 0.97 - Rejected 
Ha 4 
South African luxury fashion 
brands have weak brand loyalty 
amongst luxury consumers. 
3.29 0.85 - Rejected 
Ha 5 
Brand awareness of South 
African luxury fashion brands 
has a direct and significant 
influence on overall brand 
equity. 





Table 5.80 (continued):  Summary of Results for Hypothesis Testing 






Ha 6 The perceived quality of South 
African luxury fashion brands 
has a direct and significant 












Ha 7 Brand associations of South 
African luxury fashion brands 
have a direct and significant 












Ha 8 Brand loyalty towards South 
African luxury fashion brands 
has a direct and significant 












Ha 9 Overall brand equity of South 
African luxury fashion brands 
has a direct and significant 
influence on the purchase/ 

















Table 5.81 reveals that out of the nine alternative hypotheses tested using SEM and 
regression analysis, four of them were accepted and five were rejected. 
 
5.17 CONCLUSION  
 
This chapter presented and examined the results obtained from the data analysis, 
which included the outcomes of descriptive statistics, EFA, CFA, structural SEM and 
regression analysis. The descriptive statistics entailed the demographic distribution of 
South African luxury consumers categorised under gender, age, ethnicity, education 
and disposable income. The results of the comparative analysis were also presented 




The subsequent analysis involved EFA and CFA, which successfully reduced the 
items for evaluation into a smaller set of relevant factors. These factors were subjected 
to validity and reliability tests before undergoing SEM and regression analysis. The 
result of these extensive procedures proved that the predictor variables – brand 
awareness, perceived quality, brand association (hedonic), brand loyalty (behavioural) 
– and the mediating variable overall brand equity correlated positively with each other 
and with the outcome variable (re)purchase intention. The outcomes of the correlation 
coefficients, significant at p=0.05, were utilised in testing the alternative hypotheses. 
This resulted in four hypotheses being accepted and the remaining five being rejected. 
The next chapter discusses these results, contextualised by the literature on CBBE to 
enable the study to arrive at sound conclusions and recommendations for South 










This chapter discusses the main findings presented in Chapter 5. The discussions are 
contextualised by the literature review and the theoretical model established to 
address the research objectives. This section also draws conclusions and inferences 
from the research findings, which are presented as a set of recommendations to 
designers, brand managers and other stakeholders in South Africa’s local luxury 
fashion industry. The chapter further accentuates the theoretical and practical 
contributions of the study, presenting its limitations and providing suggestions for 
future research. It ends with final concluding remarks for the research. 
 
6.2 RECAP OF STUDY AND RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
 
The consumption of luxury goods, specifically luxury fashion and accessories, has 
grown exponentially in South Africa, leading to the establishment of local luxury 
fashion brands and a fledgling industry. Despite the potential impact of this niche 
industry on economic growth, local luxury fashion brands are riddled with numerous 
challenges, including the prevalence of unfavourable consumer attitudes and negative 
value perceptions (Euromonitor, 2019; Witepski, 2014). This research explored 
consumer dispositions towards local luxury fashion brands by adopting Aaker’s (1991) 
CBBE model to evaluate the impact of the four brand equity variables – brand 
awareness, perceived quality, brand association and brand loyalty – on overall brand 
equity and (re)purchase intention.    
 
The research met its overarching aim by addressing the following objectives: 
 
Objective 1: To determine the strength of the following variables of brand 
equity of South African luxury fashion brands: brand awareness, 




Objective 2: To determine the significance of consumer-based brand equity 
variables as predictors of overall brand equity and 
purchase/repurchase intention of South African luxury fashion 
brands.  
 
Objective 3: To determine the most influential brand equity variables on overall 
brand equity and purchase/repurchase intention of South African 
luxury fashion brands.   
 
6.3 DISCUSSIONS OF THE FINDINGS 
 
The sample population for the research comprised of South African luxury fashion 
consumers in Johannesburg. The research adopted quantitative methods and 
acquired 130 responses out of the proposed sample of 200 respondents, constituting 
a sample realisation rate of 65%. Although the shortfall in sample realisation was 
significant, the acquired sample was deemed sufficient in the context of a discreet and 
hard to reach segment of luxury consumers, coupled with constraints on time and 
resources. The acquired sample population constituted an almost equal split of 
patrons and non-patrons of South African luxury fashion brands, with a 
disproportionate percentage of females (62.2%) over males (37.8%). 
 
From the total of 130 acquired responses, 63 respondents, representing 48.46%, had 
purchased South African luxury fashion brands, whereas the remaining 67 
respondents, representing 51.54%, had not yet purchased from a South African luxury 
fashion brand. Of the segment that had patronised South African luxury fashion 
brands, more than half of respondents, representing 67.70%, had purchased between 
one and six items in the past six months, another 26.15% had purchased between 
seven to 10 items, while only 6.15% had purchased more than 10 items from South 
African luxury fashion brands.  
 
Other demographic characteristics of respondents included a dominant age range of 
between 25 and 34, which constituted 47.2% of valid responses. Regarding 
educational qualification, 52.3% of respondents had acquired an undergraduate or a 
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bachelor’s degree, indicating that most respondents were literate and likely to be 
discretional in their consumption habits. The racial distribution closely reflected the 
national average, with a majority being black Africans (47.7%), followed by whites 
(32.8%) and Asians and others (10%).   
 
It was also observed that most respondents earned between R20,000 and R59,999 
per month, as the two income brackets of R 20,000-R 39,999 and R 40,000-R 59,999 
comprised 27.6% and 26.7% of responses, respectively. This income bracket 
corresponds with the South African LSM 7-10 bracket (Martins, 2007). Consumers in 
this income bracket are likely to be in mid-level or transitioning to upper management 
levels in their respective careers and are likely to patronise luxury goods for disparate 
reasons. The first general finding based on the demographic distribution reveals that 
the typical respondent of this research was a black African female aged between 25 
and 34, who has an undergraduate or bachelor’s degree and a disposable monthly 
income of between R20,000 and R59,999. 
 
The factors of the study yielded adequate Cronbach’s alpha scores, indicating internal 
consistency and reliability of the measurement scale. The items were subjected to 
factor analysis and reduced to a smaller set of dependent and independent variables 
amenable to higher-order analysis. An initial CFA and a subsequent EFA further 
reduced the factors in the proposed model to six factors, which were renamed as 
brand awareness, brand association (hedonic), perceived quality, brand loyalty 
(attitudinal), overall brand equity and (re)purchase intention. Despite the observed 
factors being consistent with the literature, it was evident that certain sub-constructs 
of consumer-based brand equity, specifically the hedonic value of brand association 
and attitudinal brand loyalty, were more relevant to the South African luxury consumer 
market than the other related sub-constructs.  
 
The result of the cross-tabulation analysis of the factors based on the demographic 
factors of age, gender, education, ethnicity and disposable incomes, which was 
conducted to understand their influence on brand equity variables, also revealed that 
age, gender and disposable incomes of respondents impacted significantly on the 
patronage of South African luxury fashion brands, with women, respondents aged 
above 25 years, and those with higher disposable incomes more likely to patronise 
128 
 
South African luxury fashion brands. This finding is consistent with the literature, which 
situates luxury consumption as a medium for communicating status and prestige 
amongst consumers with high disposable incomes (Truong & McColl, 2011).  
 
The literature on luxury consumption in emerging markets also underscores the 
importance of luxury in signalling status in economies with profound disparities in the 
economic and social structure, such as South Africa (Stiehler, 2017).  Closely 
associated with disposable incomes is the age of consumers, with older people more 
likely to have higher disposable incomes and consequently indulge in luxury 
consumption than younger people (Stiehler, 2017). The literature on fashion and 
luxury consumption which underscores the proclivity of women for fashion goods was 
affirmed by the findings of this research (Stokburger-Sauer & Teichmann, 2013). 
 
The literature on luxury consumer markets identifies ethnicity as an influencing factor 
of luxury consumption in South Africa, citing the phenomenon of black diamonds and 
the proclivity of an upwardly mobile black South Africans for luxury goods  (Goldberg, 
2011). The findings of this research, however, failed to establish a significant 
relationship between ethnicity and the patronage of South African luxury fashion 
brands. Additionally, the research failed to establish a significant relationship between 
the level of education amongst respondents and their affinity for or patronage of South 
African luxury fashion brands. Furthermore, it may be concluded based on the findings 
of this research that the demographic factors that significantly impact the patronage of 
South African luxury fashion brands are age, gender and disposable incomes.  
 
6.3.1 Discussion on the Achievement of Empirical Objectives 
 
The final stages of the data analysis examined the relationships between the factors 
of the theoretical model and the test of hypothesis utilising structural equation 
modelling and regression analysis. The hypothesised relationships and their findings 







6.3.2 Objective 1 
 
Ha 1: South African luxury fashion brands have a weak brand awareness 
amongst luxury consumers. 
 
Brand awareness was established as the fundamental brand equity dimension upon 
which all other dimensions are built. However, the literature proposes a lack of 
awareness of South African luxury fashion brands amongst consumers (Mutunku, 
2016; Euromonitor, 2019). This proposition was established as an alternative 
hypothesis and tested amongst the sample population.  
 
The vectors of brand awareness included aided recall of the brand name, recognition 
of the brand logo and the brand aesthetic or stylistic identity (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 
2013). The average of aggregated mean and standard deviation scores (M=2.36, 
SD=1.32) of responses indicates a moderately weak brand awareness amongst 
respondents. This result affirms the proposition of weak brand awareness amongst 
respondents, with a rather disproportionate percentage (50.77%) of respondents 
indicating their complete inability to recognise or identify logos and symbols of South 
African luxury fashion brands. The alternative hypothesis Ha 1 was thus accepted.  
 
Ha 2: South African luxury fashion brands have weak quality perception amongst 
luxury consumers. 
 
Perceived quality was established as a critical dimension of Aaker’s (1991) CBBE 
model. The outcome of quality evaluations of a brand was deemed essential to the 
establishment of overall brand equity and purchase intentions, and more so in the 
evaluation of luxury brands (Husic & Cicic, 2009). According to Appiah-Nimo (2019), 
quality considerations are critical in the evaluation of South African luxury fashion 
brands, with the outcome of such evaluation impacting significantly on brand value 
perceptions. Mutunku (2016) also emphasises the underlying problem of unfavourable 
quality perceptions associated with the ‘made in Africa’ label.  
 
It was hypothesised that South African luxury fashion brands have weak quality 
perceptions amongst luxury consumers. The average of aggregated mean and 
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standard deviation scores (M=3.74, SD=0.87) of responses for perceived quality 
indicate a moderately strong perception of brand quality. This result contradicts the 
established weak quality perception of South African luxury fashion brands, with 
approximately half of the valid responses (47%-50%) attesting to the quality, durability 
and remarkable craftsmanship of products from South African luxury fashion brands. 
The alternative hypothesis Ha 2 was thus rejected. 
 
Ha 3: South African luxury fashion brands have unfavourable brand 
associations amongst luxury consumers. 
 
Brand associations encompass an array of value dimensions that consumers acquire 
indirectly through brand marketing activities and directly through their personal 
experiences of the brand. Brand associations are directly correlated with the two 
previous dimensions of brand awareness and perceived quality. Hence, the historical 
unfavourable dimensions of awareness and perceived quality imply a consequential 
unfavourable brand association for South African luxury fashion brands.  
 
Brand association was evaluated based on the four value dimensions of utilitarian, 
hedonic, symbolic and financial value (Wiedmann et al., 2007). The average of 
aggregated mean and standard deviation scores (M=3.42, SD=0.97) indicate a 
moderately strong brand association amongst respondents and a resultant rejection 
of the alternative hypotheses. Furthermore, factor analysis followed by confirmatory 
factor analysis revealed that hedonic value was the only relevant brand association 
dimension in the South African luxury fashion consumer market.  
 
Ha 4: South African luxury fashion brands have weak brand loyalty amongst 
luxury consumers. 
 
Brand loyalty has been defined based on the belief, attitude and intention structure of 
consumers for a certain brand (Lee & Workman, 2015:13) and has been established 
in the literature as a critical dimension and contributor to consumer-based brand equity 
(Aaker, 1991). Brand loyalty was evaluated from the dual dimensions of attitudinal and 
behavioural loyalty, with the average of aggregated mean and standard deviation 
131 
 
scores (M=3.29, SD=0.85) indicating a moderately strong brand loyalty amongst 
respondents, leading to the rejection of the alternative hypothesis.  
 
The outcome for brand loyalty is consistent with the outcome for the other brand equity 
variables of the research since a moderately strong perceived quality and brand 
association dimension is likely to result in a moderately strong brand loyalty aspect. It 
was also observed, after factor analysis followed by confirmatory factor analysis, that 
behavioural loyalty was relevant to the South African luxury consumer market.  
 
6.3.3 Objective 2  
 
6.3.3.1  Relationship between brand awareness and overall brand equity 
 
Ha 5: Brand awareness of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct and 
significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Despite brand awareness having a positive correlation with overall brand equity, this 
relationship was not significant at ß=0.01, p>0.05, and the alternative hypothesis was 
rejected. The literature underscores the role of brand awareness as fundamental to 
the achievement of overall brand equity. However, the outcome of this research 
implies that brand awareness, although necessary, may not be a sufficient condition 
for achieving brand equity.  
 
This result may be explicated by several factors. Firstly, the consumption of luxury 
goods, unlike that of regular ones, requires deeper knowledge structures and 
discretionary consumption power before patronage habits are formed. This is termed 
‘knowledge consumption’ (Celik & Ercis, 2018). Consequently, the gestation period 
from awareness to client conversion may be prolonged, and a mere awareness may 
not translate readily to equity. Secondly, brand recall, which reflects the ability of the 
consumer to retrieve a brand from memory when given the product category, might 
be biased against South African luxury fashion brands based on a consumer’s 




In essence, consumer’s awareness of a brand may be distinct from their appreciation 
of its luxuriousness and adversely impact the likelihood of establishing active 
patronage and brand equity in the long run. This phenomenon was observed by 
Mutunku (2016) amongst Paris-based Congolese Sapeurs who refused to associate 
luxury with any brand of African origin. According to Aaker (1991:64), brand 
awareness, however critical, is not sufficient to establish strong brand equity. Other 
considerations, such as perceived quality and the image of the brand, formed out of 
brand associations often come into play (Keller, 2013:44). 
 
6.3.3.2  Relationship between perceived quality and overall brand equity 
 
Ha 6: The perceived quality of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Perceived quality was directly correlated with overall brand equity. This relationship 
was significant at ß=0.38, p<0.05. Hence, the alternative hypothesis was accepted. 
Quality considerations are critical in the consumption of luxury goods, with a strong 
correlation existing between perceptions of quality and brand luxuriousness and brand 
equity (Novotova, 2016). The observed significant relationship is consistent with 
findings by Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) and Sharma (2017). According to Pappu, 
Cooksey and Quester (2005), perceived quality delivers value by differentiating a 
brand from its competitors and providing the consumer with reasons to patronise it. 
This validates the positive and significant relationship between perceived quality and 
brand equity. 
 
6.3.3.3  Relationship between brand association and overall brand equity 
 
Ha 7: Brand associations of South African luxury fashion brands have a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
Brand association (hedonic) was positively correlated with overall brand equity. This 
relationship was, however, insignificant at ß=0.11, p>0.05. Hence, the alternative 
hypothesis was rejected. Brand association is a complex construct to measure, 
133 
 
varying amongst individuals and disparate socio-cultural contexts. It was observed that 
the most relevant value dimension to South African luxury fashion consumers was 
hedonism.  
 
Research concerning the concept of luxury has repeatedly identified the emotional 
dimensions of luxury consumption, such as sensory pleasure and gratification, 
aesthetic beauty, or excitement (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; Wiedman et al., 2007). 
Even though Washburn and Plank (2002) observed a similar insignificant relationship 
between brand association and brand equity, no correlation has been established 
between the specific association between hedonism and brand equity. This result may 
be explicated by the fundamental subjectivity of hedonic value, which prioritises an 
array of self-gratifying pursuits above the establishment of brand equity for any single 
brand. 
 
6.3.3.4  Relationship between brand loyalty and overall brand equity 
 
Ha 8: Brand loyalty towards South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on overall brand equity. 
 
There was a positive correlation between brand loyalty and overall brand equity, with 
a path coefficient of ß=0.62. This relationship was significant at p<0.05. Hence, the 
alternative hypothesis was accepted. Brand loyalty represents a favourable attitude 
towards a brand, resulting in consistent patronage of the brand over time (Tuominen, 
1999). Yoo, et al. (2000) and Aaker (1991) propose a positive correlation between 
brand loyalty and brand equity, observing that a consumer’s routine patronage of a 
brand discourages the tendency to switch.  
 
The observed result is thus consistent with the literature. However, it was revealed 
that behavioural loyalty was prevalent amongst the sample population. Bahri-Ammari, 
Van Niekerk, Khelil and Chitioui, (2016) observed that behavioural loyalty had a strong 
mediating effect on the equity of high-value brands with premium-related outcomes 




6.3.3.5  Relationship between overall brand equity and (re)purchase intention 
 
Ha 9: Overall brand equity of South African luxury fashion brands has a direct 
and significant influence on the purchase/repurchase intention of 
consumers. 
 
The result from the test of this hypothesis demonstrated a positive relationship 
between overall brand equity and (re)purchase intentions. This relationship was 
significant (ß=0.48, p<0.05). Overall brand equity was established in the literature as 
the aggregation of brand equity variables according to Aaker’s (1991) CBBE model 
(Yoo & Donthu, 2001). While improving overall brand equity is prescribed, its 
outcomes in terms of behaviours such as patronage and purchase intentions are even 
more desirous (Cobb - Walgren, Ruble & Donthu, 1995).  
 
The literature on consumer behaviour and theories such as the reasoned action theory 
suggests that a positive or favourable overall brand equity will positively influence a 
person’s behavioural intentions towards the brand. Consequently, the direct and 
significant correlation between overall brand equity and (re)purchase intention 
confirms the convention in extant literature (Aaker, 1992; Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Hung,  
Chen, Peng, Hackley, Tiwsakul & Chou, 2011).    
 
6.3.4 Objective 3 
 
The outcome of the SEM and regression analysis were examined to determine the 
most influential brand equity variables on overall brand equity and (re)purchase 
intention. It was observed that brand loyalty was directly correlated with overall brand 
equity and accounted for 62% of the variance in overall brand equity. This observed 
relationship is significant at p<0.05. Hence, brand loyalty has the strongest influence 
on brand equity. This finding both affirms the convention in literature and underscores 
the observation by Yoo and Donthu (1991) that brand loyalty is the single most 
important predictor of overall brand equity. 
 
The examination of the results from the SEM and regression analysis also showed 
that despite being a weak predictor of brand equity, brand awareness was positively 
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related to and strongly influenced customer (re)purchase intention. Brand awareness 
explained 53% of the variance in (re)purchase intention at a significance of p<0.05. 
This observation is also supported in literature, in which brand awareness is observed 
to influence customer purchase decisions through the mediating influence of strong 
brand associations (Keller, 2013:83; Sharma, 2017).  
  
6.4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The preceding sections discussed the results of nine hypotheses which proposed 
several direct and indirect relationships between the four CBBE variables and overall 
brand equity and (re)purchase intention for South African luxury fashion brands. This 
section draws conclusions based on the observed outcomes and presents adequate 
recommendations based on the literature. 
 
6.4.1 Conclusion and Recommendations Regarding the Demographic 
Distribution of Respondents 
 
From the results of the study, it was observed that the typical respondent of this 
research was a black African female aged between 25 and 34, who has an 
undergraduate or bachelor’s degree and a disposable monthly income of between 
R20,000 and R39,999. It may be concluded, therefore, that the typical South African 
luxury consumer is a young black female, who is well-educated and with discretionary 
incomes of above R20,000. This conclusion contradicts the previous perception of an 
ageing luxury consumer demography, who Stiehler (2016) referred to as ‘the 
established business magnate’ or the ‘money aristocracy’, and supports the new 
reality of relatively young middle and upper-class luxury consumers in South Africa. 
This conclusion has, amongst many other things, significant implications for the 
operational and marketing strategies of South African luxury fashion brands. 
 
6.4.1.1  Recommendations 
 
The above conclusion supports the observation of a gradually shifting luxury consumer 
demography towards the younger generation. This conclusion also reflects the 
dynamics of shifting wealth demography towards a younger and well-educated 
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populace. South African luxury fashion brands must, therefore, adopt marketing 
strategies that prioritise this generation, carefully selecting the right messages and 
mediums to accomplish this. Specific mediums such as social media and influencer 
marketing are amongst the recommended strategies.  
 
6.4.2 Conclusion and Recommendations Regarding the Demographic Factors 
that Significantly Impact the Patronage of South African Luxury Fashion 
Brands 
 
From the findings, it can be concluded that the only demographic factors that 
significantly impact the patronage of South African luxury fashion brands are age, 
gender and disposable incomes.  
 
6.4.2.1  Recommendations 
 
It is recommended that brands incorporate strategies that consider these three critical 
demographic factors. Regarding age, it was observed that the dominant age group 
was between 25 and 34 years. It was also observed that females were more likely to 
patronise South African luxury fashion brands. This has implications for brand 
marketing and operational strategy, prompting the need to employ suitable messages 
across relevant channels. South African luxury fashion brands are equally encouraged 
to ensure adequate representation of the observed age groups in media and marketing 
campaigns if such efforts are to yield maximum returns. While the conclusion observes 
the dominance of black consumers, the result indicated that race was not a significant 
influencing factor in the patronage habits of SA luxury consumers. This implies that 
brands must incorporate racial diversity in their branding and marketing campaigns in 
order to appeal to a wider luxury consumer demography.  
 
6.4.3 Conclusion and Recommendation on the Strength of Brand Awareness of 
South African Luxury Fashion Brands 
 
It can be concluded from the findings that South African luxury fashion brands have a 
moderately weak brand awareness amongst consumers. Since brand awareness is 
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the most fundamental brand equity factor, a weak brand awareness adversely impacts 
the other CBBE variables.  
 
6.4.3.1  Recommendations 
 
Achieving brand awareness, both recognition and recall, involves gaining brand name 
identity and linking it to the product class (Aaker, 1991:70). Keller (2013) and Aaker 
(1991:72) identified advertising as an essential marketing strategy that is crucial for 
establishing brand awareness. Kapferer & Bastien (2009:69) propose that luxury 
brands promote awareness through advertorial campaigns targeting both prospective 
consumers and non-consumers. This recommendation is premised on the semiology 
of luxury, which contextualises luxury consumption as a phenomenon for self and 
others. In essence, a luxury brand fails its fundamental role as a symbol of prestige 
and status if it is unpopular amongst consumers. This requires brands to adopt a 
marketing strategy that guarantees depth and breadth in terms of reach.  
 
However, Appiah-Nimo (2019) identified brand communication and marketing 
challenges as a major setback to the management of South African luxury fashion 
brands. It was observed that very few brands pursued a comprehensive advertising 
and marketing strategy capable of establishing deep and broad brand awareness 
amongst both luxury and non-luxury consumers. Strategies such as ‘above the line’ 
advertorials that target the niche high-net-worth market were absent (Appiah-Nimo, 
2019).  It is recommended that South African luxury fashion brands invest in marketing 
and advertising activities that build the core vectors of brand awareness – brand 
recognition and brand recall – in order to achieve top of the mind awareness.  
 
Financial commitments towards marketing and advertising activities are most effective 
when brands are different, memorable and distinguishable from the competition 
(1991:71). Appiah-Nimo (2019) observed that at the core of the brand awareness 
challenge of South African luxury fashion brands was the lack of brand originality. It is 
recommended that brands develop a distinct identity to facilitate distinction and 
awareness (Han, Nunes & Dreze, 2010; Appiah-Nimo, 2019). Furthermore, brand 
awareness must encompass the critical dimensions of breadth (broad general 
awareness) and depth (deeper knowledge structures), thereby enhancing consumer 
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knowledge of the brand’s ethos. Brand image, which is acquired through awareness 
creation, may result from positive public relations and engagements. 
 
6.4.4 Conclusion and Recommendations on the Quality Perception Amongst 
Luxury Consumers  
 
It can be concluded from the findings that South African luxury fashion brands have a 
moderately strong brand quality perception amongst consumers. This is an 
encouraging and commendable finding, one that South African luxury brands can 
enhance and project even further. 
 
6.4.4.1  Recommendations 
 
Quality has been established as the cornerstone of luxury brands (Husic & Cicic, 2009; 
Kapferer & Bastien, 2017; Vigneron & Johnson, 2017), and South African luxury 
fashion brands must prioritise excellent craftsmanship and product quality to enhance 
consumer brand evaluation outcomes and strengthen quality perceptions. While 
pursuing excellence in product quality, quality perceptions must also be reinforced 
through critical indicators such as price, brand and product positioning (Aaker, 1991; 
Keller, 2013). In luxury brand management, where price is readily adopted as 
surrogate index of product quality and brand exclusivity, it is recommended that brands 
adopt premium pricing strategies to reinforce perceptions of quality (Kapferer & 
Bastien, 2013; Miller & Mills, 2017; Vigneron & Johnson, 2017; Appiah-Nimo, 2019).  
 
Similar to the impact of price premiums, retail reputation, which encompasses the 
choice of brand store locations, secondary retail outlets and the image projected by 
these locations, significantly contributes to perceptions of brand quality (Yoo et al., 
2000). Aaker (1991) identified micro-level indicators such as the level of personal 
service, product warranty and after sales services, as well as retail store ambience, 
as essential to enhancing quality perceptions. Furthermore, retail reputation is 
enhanced through the adoption of suitable mediums of communication, such as 
advertorials in high-end lifestyle magazines which complement the brand’s positioning 




6.4.5 Conclusion and Recommendations on the Unfavourable Brand 
Associations of South African Luxury Fashion Brands 
 
It can be concluded from the findings that South African luxury fashion brands have a 
moderately strong brand association amongst respondents, and the most relevant 
brand association value amongst SA luxury consumers is hedonic value.  
 
6.4.5.1  Recommendations 
 
Brand associations are acquired indirectly through a brand’s marketing activity and 
directly through personal use and experiences of the brand (Aaker, 1991). Building 
brand equity requires the creation of a familiar brand that has favourable, strong, and 
unique brand associations. This is accomplished through the initial choice of the brand 
identities, such as the brand name, logo, or symbol, and through the integration of 
such identities into a cohesive marketing program (Aaker, 1991:74). While 
iconography is fundamental to the establishment of favourable brand associations, the 
ultimate objective is achievable through effective marketing activities for the 
brand. Word of mouth and other social influences, especially in the age of social 
media, contribute immensely to enhancing brand associations and usage imagery 
attributes. (Keller, 2013).  
 
Furthermore, hedonic value was observed as the most relevant brand association 
value dimension amongst SA luxury fashion consumers. This finding is significant to 
SA luxury fashion brand managers. Vigneron and Johnson (2004) identified luxury 
consumption as a pleasurable phenomenon. They argue that psychological benefits, 
rather than functional utility, are the key distinguishing factors that set luxury products 
apart from non-luxury products. SA luxury brands are thus encouraged to induce a 
pleasurable experience into all facets of the product and service offering. This may 
include immersive in-store experiences, dedicated and personalised services, as well 





6.4.6 Conclusion and Recommendations on the Unfavourable Brand Loyalty of 
South African Luxury Fashion Brands 
 
It can be concluded from the findings that South African luxury fashion brands have 
weak brand loyalty amongst SA luxury fashion consumers, and the most relevant form 
of brand loyalty amongst SA luxury consumers is behavioural loyalty. 
 
6.4.6.1  Recommendations 
 
Brand loyalty is the basis of brand equity and is influenced by many factors, chief 
amongst which is the user experience (Aaker, 1991:46). Therefore, the prevalence of 
weak brand loyalty amongst SA consumers presents a remarkable challenge to the 
brand equity building efforts of South African luxury fashion brands. It has been 
proposed that consumers with strong relationships with a brand are likely to 
demonstrate positive attitudes towards it and repeatedly patronise it (Keller, 2009). 
Pappu et al. (2005) propose a linear and progressive relationship between the four 
CBBE variables, with brand awareness, perceived quality and brand association all 
directly influencing loyalty outcomes.  
 
Furthermore, brand loyalty, unlike the previous aspects of CBBE, may ideally be 
independent of organisational control (Aaker, 1991:47). The route to building brand 
loyalty thus includes the effective development of the previous brand equity variables. 
Brand loyalty can also be enhanced through Aaker’s (1991:52) loyalty enhancing 
strategies, which include ensuring a pleasurable customer experience, creating 
switching costs, providing extras or going beyond expectations and diligently 
monitoring customer satisfaction metrics. 
 
Furthermore, the literature has identified behavioural loyalty as the most desirable 
form of brand loyalty due to its direct impact on the bottom-line. This form of loyalty 
can be sustained with loyalty programs and uniquely crafted strategies that create a 
sense of community amongst loyal consumers. South African luxury fashion brands 
must also commit efforts and resources to build brand affection and attitudinal loyalty 
amongst potential consumers. In this regard, social media presents the most viable 
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and cost-effective medium for reaching the relatively young luxury consumer 
demography.  
 
6.4.7 Conclusion and Recommendations on the Relationship Between 
Predictor Variables – Brand Awareness, Perceived Quality, Brand 
Association and Brand Loyalty – and the Mediating Variable Brand Equity 
 
It can be concluded from the findings that the predictor variables of brand awareness, 
perceived quality, brand association and brand loyalty are positively correlated with 
overall brand equity. However, only the influence of perceived quality and brand loyalty 
on overall brand equity is significant. In essence, brand awareness and association, 
while necessary, are not sufficient conditions for favourable overall brand equity 
amongst South African luxury fashion consumers. 
 
6.4.7.1  Recommendations 
 
The phenomenon of a strong influence of perceived quality and brand loyalty on 
overall brand equity, characterised by a weak brand awareness and association, is 
symptomatic of a weak marketing and communication effort of South African luxury 
fashion brands (Appiah-Nimo, 2019). This observation is consistent with the literature, 
since brand awareness is a prerequisite for establishing the knowledge structures of 
brand association (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 2013). Appiah-Nimo (2019) observed several 
communication challenges inherent in the operations of South African luxury fashion 
brands and underscored the need for local brands to develop and rigorously promote 
distinctive brand identities.   
 
Although South Africa’s luxury goods market is dominated by the upper class, the 
middle class also constitute a viable potential market as is made evident by the results 
of the income distribution frequencies. South African luxury fashion brands must, 
therefore, avoid the temptation to target the exclusive segment while neglecting the 
much broader middle class. Indeed, Kapferer and Bastien (2009:69) recommend the 
pursuit of broad-based knowledge through advertisements and marketing 
communication. This is purposed to create awareness, facilitate the right brand 
associations, build consumer aspiration and achieve the ultimate goal of making the 
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exclusive few who can afford it feel special (Kapferer & Bastien, 2009:69). The 
significance of a strong marketing and communication strategy in establishing 
awareness and favourable brand associations cannot be overemphasised.   
 
6.4.8 Conclusion and Recommendations on the Relationship Between Overall 
Brand Equity and (Re)purchase Intention  
 
It can be concluded from the findings that overall brand equity amongst SA luxury 
fashion consumers directly influences their (re)purchase intention.  
 
6.4.8.1  Recommendations 
 
This conclusion is significant to the operational strategy of South African luxury fashion 
brands. In essence, efforts towards brand building will be rewarded with purchase and 
repurchase consistent with behavioural loyalty. Since overall brand equity is the 
collective outcome of the other consumer-based brand equity variables, it is 
recommended that South African luxury fashion brands pursue the aforementioned 
brand-building strategies that enhance brand equity variables: brand awareness, 
perceived quality, brand association and brand loyalty.   
 
6.4.9 Conclusion and Recommendations on the most Influential Brand Equity 
Variables on Overall Brand Equity and (Re)purchase Intentions 
 
It can be concluded from the findings that overall brand loyalty and brand awareness 
were the most influential brand equity variables on overall brand equity and 
(re)purchase intention, respectively.  
 
6.4.9.1  Recommendation 
 
This conclusion underscores the importance of brand awareness and brand loyalty in 
establishing favourable overall brand equity and (re)purchase intentions. This finding 
is encouraging, as it implies a greater likelihood of patronage of South African luxury 
brands if brand awareness is adequately established. However, regarding the brand’s 
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limited influence on brand loyalty, the recommendation to prioritise extensive 
communication and brand awareness campaigns is reiterated.  
 
6.5 THEORETICAL AND MANAGERIAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
This research made some significant findings that have both theoretical and practical 
implications for researchers and brand managers in the South African luxury fashion 
industry. These contributions are presented and briefly explored in the following sub-
sections. 
 
6.5.1 Theoretical Contribution 
 
The CBBE model has been applied to many industries and economies around the 
world. Many researchers have recommended its application to even more economies 
and frontier markets for disparate industries. This research marks a furtherance of this 
cause by providing insights into the validity of the CBBE model for the luxury fashion 
industry in an emerging economy.  
 
Within the theoretical domain of fashion studies in South Africa, the effort to evaluate 
the consumer market based on a renowned marketing theory of CBBE is 
commendable. This inter-disciplinary approach contributes significantly towards the 
establishment of empirical outcomes suitable for deducing scientific and practice-
driven solutions for the local fashion industry.    
 
Although the CBBE model according to Aaker (1991) proved relevant to the local 
South African luxury fashion market, there emerged findings that appear peculiar to 
the South African luxury fashion market. This supports the proposal that marketers 
and brand managers contextualise their approach to analysing and addressing brand 
equity variables in disparate cultural and socio-economic environments 
(Christodoulides et al., 2015). 
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6.5.2 Managerial Contributions 
 
Firstly, the outcome of this research provides empirical insights required for South 
African luxury fashion brands in their pursuit to strengthen brand equity and market 
share. It underscores and supports the critical role of consumer insight in managerial 
decision making.  
 
The research also challenges South African luxury fashion brands to reflect on their 
approach to luxury management. With a renewed appreciation of the specificity of 
luxury strategy, brands are encouraged to adopt pragmatic communication 
mechanisms and brand positioning strategies consistent with the luxury brand image. 
 
The set of recommendations, although not comprehensive, is purposed to enable 
brands to initiate and reinforce their efforts at building strong brands. While these 
recommendations have the potential to improve product appeal and impact positively 
on cash flow in the short term, some short-term discomforts are equally likely as they 




This research was constrained in many ways, which adversely impacted the 
applicability of its findings to the broader South African luxury fashion market. The key 
limitations include a small sample size, limitations to the research methodology and 
geographical constraints.  
 
The most critical limitation of this research was the size of the acquired sample 
population. The sample realisation rate of the research was approximately 65% of the 
targeted sample size. The inability to acquire the proposed sample size was 
occasioned by the difficulty in accessing respondents, owing to the niche luxury goods 
market coupled with the discreetness of luxury consumers. Besides the challenge of 
accessing responsive respondents, almost every SA luxury fashion brand that was 
contacted to assist in reaching existing clients could not do so for ethical reasons. 
Furthermore, the distribution of an electronic link to prospective respondents yielded 
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fewer responses than anticipated. Nevertheless, the acquired sample size proved 
useful to the analysis. 
 
The research adopted a quantitative approach to evaluate the complex and multi-
faceted concept of consumer-based brand equity. While this approach was adequate 
and useful in addressing the research objectives, it was nonetheless limited in its 
ability to fully unearth the complexities of the concept. It was evident that a thorough 
and suitable study may require a combination of qualitative and quantitative 
approaches to adequately address the complexities associated with the phenomenon 
of luxury and the brand equity variables of Aaker’s (1991) CBBE. For example, a 
construct like brand awareness is best evaluated with a qualitative approach such as 
the aided and unaided brand recall tests (Chandon, 2003).   
 
Lastly, the applicability of the research to the broader South African luxury fashion 
market is limited due to constraints on its geographical reach. While the study sought 
to explore perspectives from luxury consumers across South Africa, the acquired data 
was dominated by respondents acquired at the leading luxury retail hotspots of 
Johannesburg. The findings may therefore not reflect the realities of the broader South 
African luxury fashion market.  
 
6.7 OPPORTUNITIES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
South Africa is positioned as an economic powerhouse and the market for luxury 
goods will likely remain robust into the foreseeable future. Opportunities exist to 
nurture the local industry into a viable economic sector. While industry reports offer 
useful information to both local and international brands for strategy and decision 
making, empirical research provides depth and nuanced and actionable insights 
capable of transforming local brands into formidable establishments.  
 
This research underscores the relevance of an inter-disciplinary and cross-industry 
approach to understanding the South African luxury fashion market, promoting 
collaborative research between fashion and marketing on the academic front and the 




Since this research had limited success in reaching the broader SA luxury fashion 
consumer market, a more comprehensive study with a broader reach is 
recommended. This research can acquire responses from other major cities with a 
thriving luxury economy such as Cape Town and Durban. It is expected that the 
peculiar demographics of these alternate luxury hotspots will yield more insightful 
findings. The city of Cape Town, for example, is a renowned tourist hub, which attracts 
scores of tourists all year round and boasts of numerous luxury resorts, prestigious 
shopping locations and luxury liner cruise ships. Researching the CBBE of local luxury 
brands in such a vibrant eco-system will offer significant insight into the local luxury 
industry and aid a collective understanding of luxury markets in South Africa.   
 
The outcome of the research would have been greatly enhanced if a mixed-method 
research approach had been adopted. It is recommended that a future study considers 
evaluating the constructs of interest through a mixed method approach, utilising both 
qualitative and quantitative methodologies.  
 
Finally, this research can be applied to other notable sub-segments of the luxury goods 





Luxury brand management is a challenging venture, as it requires specific strategies 
for long-term success. The literature underscores the impact of brand equity on a 
brand’s prospects, such as the consumer’s willingness to pay a premium price, the 
value of merger and acquisition as well as stock prices for publicly traded brands, and 
the likelihood of marketing success (Aaker 1991:28, Yoo et al., 2000). This research 
explored the concept of brand equity based on Aaker’s (1991) CBBE in the South 
African context, evaluating consumer disposition towards South African luxury fashion 
brands.  
 
The study set comprised of 130 luxury fashion consumers and prospective consumers 
in Johannesburg. The result of the analysis affirmed a weak brand awareness of South 
African luxury fashion brands amongst consumers. There was, however, a moderately 
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strong perception of brand quality and a moderately strong favourable brand 
association and behavioural loyalty. Furthermore, all four brand equity variables 
correlated positively with overall brand equity, even though only the relationships 
between the two predictor variables of perceived quality and brand loyalty and the 
mediating variable of overall brand equity were significant. The results of the tested 
hypothesis established a causal relationship between the low brand awareness of 
South African luxury fashion brands and the low overall brand equity of South African 
luxury fashion brands. It was recommended that South African luxury fashion brands 
develop and rigorously promote distinctive brand identities, while pursuing brand 
positioning and communication strategies that will enhance the various brand equity 
variables.  
 
The study was not without limitations, some of which include a small data set confined 
largely to the city of Johannesburg and limitations as regards the choice of research 
methodology. These limitations affect the extent to which the findings apply to the 
broader South African luxury fashion consumer market and partially undermines a 
nuanced research outcome. Nevertheless, the study contributes to the global luxury 
discourse, placing the spotlight on the dynamics of luxury brand management in 
frontier markets such as South Africa. The results of the analyses and the set of 
recommendations are expected to impact favourably on the operations of emerging 
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APPENDIX A:  Participant Information Letter   
 
                                     
Dear Respondent, 
 
My name is Kenneth Appiah-Nimo. I am pursuing MA in Fashion Design at the University of 
Johannesburg. My research seeks to determine the brand equity of South African luxury 
fashion brands, and to understand factors that shape consumer attitudes and purchase 
intentions towards South African luxury fashion brands.  
 
I kindly request your assistance by completing this questionnaire. You qualify to participate in 
this research only if you own clothes or accessories from either a local or international luxury 
fashion brand or both. Your responses will contribute to a greater understanding of the 
disposition and purchase intention of consumers towards local luxury fashion brands and its 
impact on the performance of local luxury fashion brands. 
 
Completion of the questionnaire is voluntary and you are free to withdraw your participation at 
any point in time. The questionnaire should take approximately 10 minutes to complete. This 
questionnaire has been duly vetted and received ethical clearance from the University of 
Johannesburg ethical committee. Your responses are anonymous and will be subject to 
outmost confidentiality in line with standard ethical policy. For any enquiry related to the study, 
please contact me on 0670276837. Alternatively, you can send an email to 
215007143@student.uj.ac.za 
 






Mr. Kenneth A. Nimo 
(MA Design Candidate) 
 
APPENDIX B: Questionnaire 
 
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY TICKING [√] THE RELEVANT 





In this questionnaire, South African luxury fashion brands refer to distinguished high-end 
South African fashion and clothing accessories brands. Examples of such brands include 
Marianne Fassler, MaXhosa by Laduma, Gert Johan Coetzee, Okapi, Kat Van Duinen. Taibo 
Bacar, David Thlale, Cape Cobra, Zambesi Grace, Gavin Rajah, Hendrik Vermeulen, Black 
Coffee, Thula Sindi, Spero Villioti, Clive Rundle, Row-G, Presidential and Kisua.    
 
In order to complete the questionnaire, you must either have: 
a. purchased a garment or accessories from at least one local luxury fashion brand; or -  
b. purchased a garment or accessories from an international luxury fashion brand. 
 




If you answered yes, please proceed to question 2. If you answered no, you cannot 
complete the rest of the question, thank you for your willingness to assist with this research. 
 












3. Please indicate from which South African luxury fashion brands you own garments or 
accessories.  
1 David Thlale 2 Gert Johan Coetzee 
3 Leopard Frock by Marianne 
Fassler 
4 Kat Van Duined 
5 MaXhosa by Laduma 6 Taibo Bacar 
7 Gavin Rajah 8 Hendrik Vermeulen 
9 Black Coffee 10 Thula Sindi 
11 Clive Rundle 12 Zambesi Grace 
13 Kisua 14 Cape Cobra 
15 Okapi 16 Spero Villioti 
17 Presidential 18 Row-G 
19 Other 20 Not applicable 
 
If other, please specify name/names 
 
1  2  
3  4  
 
 
4. Please indicate the number of local luxury fashion garments and/or accessories you have 
purchased in the last 6 months.  
More than 10  
7-10  
4-6  
Less than 3  






5. Please indicate by ticking the appropriate box your level of familiarity with South African 
























































5.1   To what extent do you know South African 
luxury fashion brands? 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.2  To what extent can you identify South African 
luxury fashion brands among other competing 
luxury fashion brands? 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.3   I can identify the symbols and/or logos of South 
African luxury fashion brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
6. Please indicate by ticking the appropriate box your level of agreement regarding the 































6.1  The quality of products by South African luxury 
fashion brands is … 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.2  The durability of products by South African luxury 
fashion brands is… 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.3 The level of craftsmanship of South African luxury 
fashion brands is… 









7. Please indicate by ticking the appropriate box your level of agreement regarding what 






















































7.1  South African luxury fashion brands appear to 
be functional. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.2  South African luxury fashion brands appear to 
be reliable. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.3  South African luxury fashion brands are 
aesthetically unique. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.4  South African luxury fashion brands are rare. 1 2 3 4 5 
7.5  South African luxury fashion brands have a 
strong sensory appeal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.6 South African luxury fashion brands are well-
designed. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.7  South African luxury fashion brands are 
conspicuous. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.8  South African luxury fashion brands have strong 
personal meanings to me. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.9  South African luxury fashion brands help me 
express myself. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.10  South African luxury fashion brands are 
prestigious. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.11  South African luxury fashion brands are for the 
wealthy and successful. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.12  South African luxury fashion brands are 
expensive. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.13  South African luxury fashion brands are worth 
the high price. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.14  South African luxury fashion brands make for a 
good investment. 







8. Please indicate your level of agreement regarding your attitudinal and/or behavioral 






































8.1  South African luxury fashion brands are 
appealing to me. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.2  I am curious to learn more about South African 
luxury fashion brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.3  I admire people who wear South African luxury 
fashion brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.4  I would like to be seen wearing a South African 
luxury fashion brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 
**8.5  South African luxury fashion brands do not 
appeal to me.  
1 2 3 4 5 
8.6  I consider myself loyal to South African luxury 
fashion brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.7  South African luxury fashion brands would be 
my first choice. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.8  I will not buy from other luxury fashion brands if 
there is a South African luxury fashion brand 
available in the store. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.9  I would not mind paying a higher price for my 
favorite South African luxury fashion brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.10  I am likely to recommend a South African 
luxury fashion brand to a friend. 









9. Please indicate your level of agreement to the following statements regarding the overall 







































9.1  It makes sense to buy from South African luxury 
fashion brands instead of any other brand, even if 
they are the same. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.2  Even if another brand has same features as 
South African luxury fashion brands, I would 
prefer to buy a South African luxury fashion 
brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.3  If there is another brand as good as South 
African luxury fashion brands, I prefer to buy 
South African luxury fashion brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.4  If another brand is similar to a South African 
luxury fashion brand, it seems smarter to 
purchase a South African luxury fashion brand. 






















10. Please indicate the likelihood of you purchasing a South African luxury fashion brand if 
you have not purchased one before.  
 
This question is strictly for non - buyers of South African luxury fashion brands, if you have 
purchased from a South African luxury fashion brand before, please skip this question and 













     
10.1  What is the likelihood of you purchasing a 
garment and/or accessories from a South 






























10.2  I intend to purchase a garment and/or 
accessories from a South African luxury 




































10.3 When I next purchase a garment and/or 
accessories from a luxury fashion brand, I will 




































 10.4  I would be willing to buy from a South African 
brand when I next purchase a luxury garment 










































11. Please indicate the likelihood of you repurchasing garments or accessories from a 













     
11.1  What is the likelihood of you purchasing 
garments and/or accessories from a South 






























11.2  I intend to purchase garment and/or 
accessories from a South African luxury 




































11.3 When I next purchase luxury garments 





































11.4  I would be willing to buy from a South 
African brand the next time I go shopping 









































This section of the questionnaire refers to background or biographical information. Although 
we are aware of the sensitivity of the questions in this section, the information will allow us to 
compare groups of respondents.  Once again, we assure you that your response will remain 









13. What is your age (in completed years)? 
15 to 24 1 
25 to 34 2 
35 to 49  3 
50 + 4 
Not willing to disclose 5 
 
14. What is your ethnicity? 





Not willing to disclose 6 
   
15. What is your highest educational qualification? 
Postgraduate Degree  1 
Undergraduate/Bachelors’ Degree  2 
Diploma or Certificate  3 
Grade 12 or lower 4 
Not willing to disclose  5 
 
 
16. What is your monthly disposable income?  
Less than R 10,000 1 
R 10,0001 – R 19,999 2 
R 20,000 – R 39,999 3 
R 40,000 – R 59,999 4 
R 60,000 and above  5 
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APPENDIX D: Results of Inferential Statistics 
 
Table 5. 21: Correlation Matrix for Brand Awareness 




Q5.1 To what extent do you know South African luxury fashion 
brands? 
1.00   
Q5.2 To what extent can you identify South African luxury fashion 
brands among other competing luxury fashion brands? 
0.734 1.00  
Q5.3 I can identify the symbol and/or logos of South African luxury 
fashion brands. 
0.681 0.717 1.00 
 
Table 5. 22: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test for Brand Awareness 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.741 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 204.642 
 df 3 
 Sig. 0.000 
 
Table 5. 23: Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative 
% 




1 2.422 80.729 80.729 2.422 80.729 80.729 
2 0.320 10.671 91.400    






Figure 5. 9: Scree plot indicating total Eigenvalues for items in Brand Awareness. 
 
Rotated Component Matrix 
Only one component was extracted. The solution cannot be rotated. 
 
 
Table 5. 24: Correlation Matrix for Perceived Quality 
 Q6.1  Q6.2  Q6.3  
Q6.1 The quality of products by South African luxury fashion brands 
is... 
1.00   
Q6.2 The durability of products by South African luxury fashion 
brands is... 
0.872 1.00  
Q6.3 the level of craftsmanship of products by South African luxury 
fashion brands is... 
0.794 0.811 1.00 
 
Table 5. 25: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test for Perceived Quality 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.756 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-
Square 
329.967 
 df 3 





Table 5.26: Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative 
% 




1 2.652 88.383 88.383 2.652 88.383 88.383 
2 0.221 7.373 95.756    





Figure 5. 10: Scree plot indicating total Eigenvalues for items in Perceived Value. 
 
Rotated Component Matrix 













Table 5. 27: Correlation Matrix for Brand Associations 
 Q7.1 Q7.2 Q7.3 Q7.4 Q7.5 Q7.6 Q7.7 Q7.8 Q7.9 Q7.10 Q7.11 Q7.12 Q7.13 Q7.14 
Q7.1 South African luxury fashion 
brands appear to be functional. 
1.00              
Q7.2 South African luxury fashion 
brands appear to be reliable. 
0.62 1.00             
Q7.3 South African luxury fashion 
brands are aesthetically unique. 
0.37 0.58 1.00            
Q7.4 South African luxury fashion 
brands are rare. 
0.21 0.40 0.57 1.00           
Q7.5 South African luxury fashion 
brands have a strong sensory 
appeal. 
0.29 0.55 0.77 0.66 1.00          
Q7.6 South African luxury fashion 
brands are well-designed. 
0.58 0.69 0.63 0.41 0.64 1.00         
Q7.7 South African luxury fashion 
brands are conspicuous. 
0.30 0.46 0.31 0.22 0.29 0.32 1.00        
Q7.8 South African luxury fashion 
brands have strong personal 
meanings to me. 
0.43 0.46 0.52 0.42 0.57 0.53 0.27 1.00       
Q7.9 South African luxury fashion 
brands help me express myself. 
0.40 0.53 0.53 0.45 0.60 0.59 0.30 0.84 1.00      
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Q7.10 South African luxury fashion 
brands are prestigious. 
0.37 0.56 0.64 0.56 0.69 0.60 0.38 0.57 0.66 1.00     
Q7.11 South African luxury fashion 
brands are for the wealthy and 
successful. 
0.20 0.30 0.46 0.50 0.54 0.38 0.19 0.41 0.33 0.56 1.00    
Q7.12 South African luxury fashion 
brands are expensive. 
0.27 0.32 0.41 0.40 0.44 0.39 0.14 0.36 0.32 0.37 0.55 1.00   
Q7.13 South African luxury fashion 
brands are worth a high price. 
0.40 0.59 0.52 0.39 0.56 0.60 0.23 0.49 0.56 0.63 0.51 0.41 1.00  
Q7.14 South African luxury fashion 
brands make for a good 
investment. 













Table 5.28: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlets Test for Brand Association 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.900 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1147.589 
 df 91 
 Sig. 0.000 
 
Table 5.29: Total Variance Explained 
 
















1 7.235 51.675 51.675 7.235 51.675 51.675 6.243 
2 1.312 9.372 61.047 1.312 9.372 61.047 5.052 
3 0.883 6.308 67.355     
4 0.855 6.107 73.462     
5 0.724 5.172 78.634     
6 0.698 4.988 83.622     
7 0.485 3.464 87.087     
8 0.389 2.782 89.869     
9 0.314 2.243 92.111     
10 0.289 2.064 94.175     
11 0.262 1.870 96.045     
12 0.238 1.699 97.744     
13 0.191 1.366 99.110     





Figure 5. 11: Scree plot indicating total Eigenvalues for items in Brand Associations. 
 
Rotation method 
Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 10 iterations 
 






Q7.13 South African luxury fashion brands are for the wealthy and 
successful. .914 -.230 
Q7.6 South African luxury fashion brands are rare. .791 -.067 
Q7.7 South African luxury fashion brands have a strong sensory appeal. .762 .174 
Q7.14 South African luxury fashion brands are expensive. .699 -.100 
Q7.12 South African luxury fashion brands are prestigious. .644 .309 
Q7.16 South African luxury fashion brands make for a good investment. .632 .220 
Q7.5 South African luxury fashion brands are aesthetically unique. .617 .290 
Q7.15 South African luxury fashion brands are worth a high price. .541 .342 
Q7.1 South African luxury fashion brands appear to be functional. -.108 .841 
Q7.2 South African luxury fashion brands appear to be reliable. .151 .780 
Q7.8 South African luxury fashion brands are well-designed. .329 .629 
Q7.9 South African luxury fashion brands are conspicuous. -.062 .619 
Q7.11 South African luxury fashion brands help me express myself. .411 .505 
Q7.10 South African luxury fashion brands have strong personal 





Table 5. 31: Correlation Matrix for Brand Loyalty 
 Q8.1 Q8.2 Q8.3 Q8.4 Q8.5 Q8.6 Q8.7 Q8.8 Q8.9 Q8.1
0 
Q8.1 South African luxury 
fashion brands are appealing 
to me. 
1.000          
Q8.2 I am curious to learn 
more about South African 
luxury fashion brands. 
0.477 1.000         
Q8.3 I admire people who 
wear South African luxury 
fashion brands. 
0.648 0.598 1.000        
Q8.4 I would like to be seen 
wearing a South African luxury 
fashion brand. 
0.812 0.494 0.739 1.000       
Q8.5 South African luxury 










1.000      
Q8.6 I consider myself loyal to 
South African luxury fashion 
brands. 
0.659 0.449 0.564 0.633 -
0.574 
1.000     
Q8.7 South African luxury 
fashion brands would be my 
first choice when shopping for 
luxury garments and/or 
accessories. 
0.597 0.309 0.491 0.537 -
0.463 
0.736 1.000    
Q8.8 I will not buy from other 
luxury fashion brands if there 
is a South African luxury 
fashion brand available in the 
store. 
0.432 0.248 0.370 0.445 -
0.401 
0.617 0.624 1.000   
Q8.9 I would not mind paying 
a higher price for my favourite 
South African luxury fashion 
brand. 
0.556 0.335 0.494 0.591 -
0.534 
0.579 0.506 0.500 1.000  
Q8.10 I am likely to 
recommend a South African 
luxury fashion brand to a 
friend. 
0.758 0.523 0.591 0.742 -
0.665 
0.614 0.581 0.472 0.583 1.000 
 
Table 5.32: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test for Brand Loyalty 
 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.907 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 946.748 
 df 45 
 Sig. 0.000 
 




Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadingsa 
 









1 6.144 61.442 61.442 6.144 61.442 61.442 5.444 
2 1.091 10.913 72.356 1.091 10.913 72.356 4.454 
3 0.636 6.361 78.716         
4 0.507 5.069 83.785         
5 0.400 3.999 87.784         
6 0.393 3.928 91.712         
7 0.307 3.068 94.780         
8 0.227 2.266 97.046         
9 0.164 1.644 98.690         
10 0.131 1.310 100.000         
 
 
Figure 5. 12: Scree plot indicating total Eigenvalues for items in Brand Loyalty. 
Rotation method 














Q8.2 I am curious to learn more about South African luxury fashion brands. .854 -.205 
Q8.5 South African luxury fashion brands do not appeal to me. -.854 -.057 
Q8.3 I admire people who wear South African luxury fashion brands. .823 .034 
Q8.4 I would like to be seen wearing a South African luxury fashion brand. .807 .168 
Q8.1 South African luxury fashion brands are appealing to me. .736 .237 
Q8.10 I am likely to recommend a South African luxury fashion brand to a friend. .646 .298 
Q8.8 I will not buy from other luxury fashion brands if there is a South African luxury 
fashion brand available in the store. -.127 .928 
Q8.7 South African luxury fashion brands would be my first choice when shopping 
for luxury garments and/or accessories. .070 .833 
Q8.6 I consider myself loyal to South African luxury fashion brands. .279 .689 
Q8.9 I would not mind paying a higher price for my favourite South African luxury 
fashion brand. .310 .535 
 
 
Table 5.35: Correlation Matrix for Overall brand equity 
 Q9.1 Q9.2 Q9.3 Q9.4 
Q9.1 It makes sense to buy from South African luxury 
fashion brands instead of any other brand, even if they 
are the same. 
1.000 0.757 0.683 0.607 
Q9.2 Even if another brand has same features as South 
African luxury fashion brands, I would prefer to buy a 
South African luxury fashion brand. 
0.757 1.000 0.835 0.661 
Q9.3 If there is another brand as good as South African 
luxury fashion brands, I prefer to buy South African 
luxury fashion brands. 
0.683 0.835 1.000 0.650 
Q9.4 If another brand is similar to a South African luxury 
fashion brand, it seems smarter to purchase a South 
African luxury fashion brand. 






Table 5.36: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test for Overall brand equity 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.818 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-
Square 
346.941 
 df 6 
 Sig. 0.000 
 
 
Table 5.37: Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 3.102 77.556 77.556 3.102 77.556 77.556 
2 0.418 10.446 88.002       
3 0.327 8.169 96.172       
4 0.153 3.828 100.000       
 
 
Figure 5. 13: Scree plot indicating total Eigenvalues for items in Overall Brand 
Equity. 
Rotation Method 






Table 5.38: Correlation Matrix for Purchase/ Repurchase Intention 
 r.q1011.1 Q1011.2 r.q1011.3 r.q1011.4 
r.q1011.1 Reversed: What is the likelihood of 
you purchasing/repurchasing either garment or 
accessory from a SA luxury brand? 
1.000    
r.q1011.2 I intend to purchase/repurchase either 
garment or accessory from a SA luxury brand in 
next 12 months 
0.408 1.000   
r.q1011.3 When I next purchase/repurchase 
either garment or accessory from a luxury brand 
I will buy from a SA brand 
0.376 0.562 1.000  
r.q1011.4 I would be willing to buy from an SA 
brand when I next purchase a luxury garment or 
accessory 
0.572 0.360 0.587 1.000 
 
Table 5.39: KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.656 





Table 5.40: Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.437 60.920 60.920 2.437 60.920 60.920 
2 0.721 18.033 78.954       
3 0.558 13.941 92.895       










Only one component was extracted. The solution cannot be rotated. 
 
Table 5.42: Recategorization and Relabelling of Empirical Factors 
Main 
Construct 














Q7.6 South African luxury fashion brands are rare. 
Q7.7 South African luxury fashion brands have a strong sensory appeal. 
Q7.14 South African luxury fashion brands are expensive. 
Q7.12 South African luxury fashion brands are prestigious. 
Q7.16 South African luxury fashion brands make for a good investment. 
Q7.5 South African luxury fashion brands are aesthetically unique. 
Q7.1 South African luxury fashion brands appear to be functional.  
Utilitarian 
Value 
Q7.2 South African luxury fashion brands appear to be reliable. 
Q7.8 South African luxury fashion brands are well-designed. 




Q8.2 I am curious to learn more about South African luxury fashion brands.  
 
 
Q8.3 I admire people who wear South African luxury fashion brands. 
Q8.4 I would like to be seen wearing a South African luxury fashion brand. 











Q8.8 I will not buy from other luxury fashion brands if there is a South African 
luxury fashion brand available in the store. 
 
Behavioral 
Loyalty Q8.7 South African luxury fashion brands would be my first choice when 
shopping for luxury garments and/or accessories. 




TEST OF NORMALITY 
 
Table 5.43: Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov Tests 
 
                Kolmogorov-Smirnova                        Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Brand awareness 0.137 130 0.000 0.917 130 0.000 
Brand quality 0.223 130 0.000 0.925 130 0.000 
Brand association 
and value: factor 1 
0.117 130 0.000 0.961 130 0.001 
Brand association 
and value: factor 2 
0.250 130 0.000 0.896 130 0.000 
Brand loyalty: factor 
1 
0.234 130 0.000 0.909 130 0.000 
Brand loyalty: factor 
2 
0.176 130 0.000 0.939 130 0.000 
Brand equity 0.193 130 0.000 0.925 130 0.000 
Purchase 
(re)intention (high 
score is greater 
chance 
(re)purchase) 















FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION HISTOGRAM 
 
 
















































CROSS – TABULATIONS AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS 
 
 
Table 5.45: Cross tabulation and Chi-Square tests of Gender with Patronage/ Non-
Patronage 
 Q12 What is your 
gender? 
 
Male Female Total 




a South African 
luxury fashion 
brand before? 
Yes Count 16 47 63 
% within Q2 Have you 
bought garments and/or 
accessories from a South 
African luxury fashion brand 
before? 
25.4% 74.6% 100.0% 
% within Q12 What is your 
gender? 
33.3% 59.5% 49.6% 
No Count 32 32 64 
% within Q2 Have you 
bought garments and/or 
accessories from a South 
African luxury fashion brand 
before? 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
% within Q12 What is your 
gender? 
66.7% 40.5% 50.4% 
Total  Count 48 79 127 
  % within Q2 Have you 
bought garments and/or 
accessories from a South 
African luxury fashion brand 
before? 
 
37.8% 62.2% 100.0% 
  % within Q12 What is your 
gender? 







Table 5.46: Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymptotic Sig. (2 sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.174a 1 0.004 
Likelihood Ratio 8.294 1 0.004 
Linear-by-Linear Association 8.110 1 0.004 
Number of Valid Cases 127   
 
 
Table 5.47: Cross tabulations of Age and Patronage/ Non-Patronage 
 % within r.q13 Recode age  
15-24 25-34 35 and 
older 
Total 









Yes Count 7 34 22 63 
% within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 
from a South African 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 
11.1% 54.0% 34.9% 100.0% 
% within r.q13 Recode 
age 
23.3% 56.7% 59.5% 49.6% 
No Count 23 26 15 64 
% within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 
from a South African 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 
35.9% 40.6% 23.4% 100.0% 
% within r.q13 Recode 
age 
76.7% 43.3% 40.5% 50.4% 
Total  Count 30 60 37 127 
  % within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 
from a South African 
23.6% 47.2% 29.1% 100.0% 
196 
 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 
 
  % within r.q13 Recode 
age 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 
 
Table 5.48: Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymptotic Sig. 
(2 sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 10.917a 2 0.004 
Likelihood Ratio 11.387 2 0.003 
Linear-by-Linear Association 7.917 1 0.005 
Number of Valid Cases 127   
 
 
Table 5.49: Cross tabulations of Ethnicity and Patronage/ Non-Patronage 
















Yes Count 35 19 9 63 
% within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 
from a South African 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 
55.6% 30.2% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within r.q14 
Recoded ethnicity 
57.4% 45.2% 36.0% 49.2% 
No Count 26 23 16 65 
% within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 
from a South African 
40.0% 35.4% 24.6% 100.0% 
197 
 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 
% within r.q14 
Recoded ethnicity 
42.6% 54.8% 64.0% 50.8% 
Total  Count 61 42 25 128 
  % within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 
from a South African 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 
 
47.7% 32.8% 19.5% 100.0% 
  % within r.q14 
Recoded ethnicity 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 
Table 5.50: Chi-Square Tests of of Ethnicity with Patronage/ Non-Patronage 
 Value df Asymptotic Sig. 
(2 sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.638a 2 0.162 
Likelihood Ratio 3.669 2 0.160 
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.588 1 0.058 
Number of Valid Cases 128     
 
 
Table 5.51: Cross tabulations of Educational Qualification and Patronage/ Non-
Patronage 
 















Yes Count 19 33 9 61 
% within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 











from a South African 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 




61.3% 49.3% 37.5% 50.0% 
No Count 12 34 15 61 
% within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 
from a South African 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 
19.7% 55.7% 24.6% 100.0% 




38.7% 50.7% 62.5% 50.0% 
Total  Count 31 67 24 122 
  % within Q2 Have you 
bought garments 
and/or accessories 
from a South African 
luxury fashion brand 
before? 
 
25.4% 54.9% 19.7% 100.0% 












Table 5.52: Chi-Square Tests of Highest Educational Qualification with Patronage/ 
Non-Patronage 
 Value df Asymptotic Sig. 
(2 sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.096a 2 0.213 
Likelihood Ratio 3.125 2 0.210 
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.070 1 0.080 
Number of Valid Cases 122     
 
 
Table 5.53: Cross tabulations of Monthly Disposable Income and Patronage/ Non-
Patronage 


























Yes Count 11 6 11 22 8 58 
% within Q2 Have 
you bought 
garments and/or 




19.0% 10.3% 19.0% 37.9% 13.8% 100.0% 
% within Q16 What 
is your monthly 
disposable 
income? 
45.8% 31.6% 34.4% 71.0% 80.0% 50.0% 
No Count 13 13 21 9 2 58 
% within Q2 Have 
you bought 
garments and/or 




22.4% 22.4% 36.2% 15.5% 3.4% 100.0% 
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% within Q16 What 
is your monthly 
disposable 
income? 
54.2% 68.4% 65.6% 29.0% 20.0% 50.0% 
Total  Count 24 19 32 31 10 116 
  % within Q2 Have 
you bought 
garments and/or 




20.7% 16.4% 27.6% 26.7% 8.6% 100.0% 
  % within Q16 What 
is your monthly 
disposable 
income? 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 
 
Table 5.54: Chi-Square Tests of Monthly Disposable Income and Patronage/ Non-
Patronage 
 Value df Asymptotic Sig. (2 sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 14.922a 4 0.005 
Likelihood Ratio 15.464 4 0.004 
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.991 1 0.008 
















Mann-Whitney U Tests 
 
Table 5.55: Assessment of empirical factors based on patronage and non-patronage 
of South African luxury fashion brands. 
Q2. Have you bought garments and/ or 




N Mean  
Rank 
Sum of  
Ranks 
Brand Awareness Yes 63 83.45 5257.50 
No 67 48.62 3257.50 
Total 130     
Brand Quality Yes 63 81.13 5111.50 
No 67 50.80 3403.50 
Total 130     
Brand Assoc.-HV Yes 63 71.92 4531.00 
No 67 59.46 3984.00 
Total 130     
Brand Assoc.-UV Yes 63 80.60 5078.00 
No 67 51.30 3437.00 
Total 130     
Brand Loyalty-AL Yes 63 80.47 5069.50 
No 67 51.43 3445.50 
Total 130     
Brand Loyalty-BL Yes 63 83.20 5241.50 
No 67 48.86 3273.50 
Total 130     
Brand Equity Yes 63 80.14 5049.00 
No 67 51.73 3466.00 
Total 130     
(Re)purchase Intentions Yes 57 82.66 4711.50 
No 66 44.16 2914.50 

































































0.000 0.000 0.059 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 
 
Table 5.57: Assessment of empirical factors based on gender 
Q2. Have you bought garments and/ or 




N Mean  
Rank 
Sum of  
Ranks 
Brand Awareness Male 48 58.92 2828.00 
Female 79 67.09 5300.00 
Total 127     
Brand Quality Male 48 54.24 2603.50 
Female 79 69.93 5524.50 
Total 127     
Brand Assoc.-HV Male 48 55.68 2672.50 
Female 79 69.06 5455.50 
Total 127     
Brand Assoc.-UV Male 48 57.30 2750.50 
Female 79 68.07 5377.50 
Total 127     
Brand Loyalty-AL Male 48 54.45 2613.50 
Female 79 69.80 5514.50 
Total 127     
203 
 
Brand Loyalty-BL Male 48 51.63 2478.00 
Female 79 71.52 5650.00 
Total 127     
Brand Equity Male 48 56.56 2715.00 
Female 79 68.52 5413.00 
Total 127     
Purchase/ Repurchase Intentions Male 45 53.32 2399.50 
Female 75 64.81 4860.50 
Total 120     
 
 

































































Table 5.59: Comparison analysis of empirical factors based on ethnicity 
r.q13 Recode Age Group N Mean Rank 
Brand Awareness Black African 61 72.35 
White 42 61.68 
Colored, Asian, other 25 50.08 
Total 128   
Brand Quality Black African 61 70.61 
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White 42 61.86 
Colored, Asian, other 25 54.02 
Total 128   
Brand Assoc.-HV 
 
Black African 61 73.20 
White 42 57.30 
Colored, Asian, other 25 55.38 
Total 128   
Brand Assoc.-UV  Black African 61 67.28 
White 42 62.79 
Colored, Asian, other 25 60.60 
Total 128   
Brand Loyalty-AL  Black African 61 70.46 
White 42 60.75 
Colored, Asian, other 25 56.26 
Total 128   
Brand Loyalty-BL Black African 61 70.48 
White 42 67.50 
Colored, Asian, other 25 44.86 
Total 128   
Brand Equity Black African 61 68.88 
White 42 66.26 
Colored, Asian, other 25 50.86 
Total 128   
(Re)purchase Intention Black African 55 69.94 
White 42 57.61 
Colored, Asian, other 24 46.46 
Total 121   
 























6.911 4.062 6.486 0.788 3.435 9.188 4.475 8.275 






0.032 0.131 0.039 0.674 0.180 0.010 0.107 0.016 
 
 
Table 5.61: Assessment of empirical factors based on monthly disposable income 
r.q13 Recode Age Group N Mean Rank 
Brand Awareness Less than R10,000 24 40.08 
R10,000 – R19,999 19 64.16 
R20,000 – R39,999 32 61.11 
R40,000 – R59,999 31 63.29 
R60,000 and above 10 68.75 
Total 116   
Brand Quality Less than R10,000 24 65.67 
R10,000 – R19,999 19 51.58 
R20,000 – R39,999 32 52.05 
R40,000 – R59,999 31 62.47 
R60,000 and above 10 62.80 
Total 116   
Brand Assoc.-HV 
 
Less than R10,000 24 76.19 
R10,000 – R19,999 19 50.05 
R20,000 – R39,999 32 55.41 
R40,000 – R59,999 31 48.76 
R60,000 and above 10 72.20 
Total 116   
Brand Assoc.-UV Less than R10,000 24 52.83 
R10,000 – R19,999 19 57.37 
R20,000 – R39,999 32 54.86 
R40,000 – R59,999 31 63.35 
R60,000 and above 10 70.85 
Total 116   
Brand Loyalty -AL 
 
Less than R10,000 24 54.77 
R10,000 – R19,999 19 51.29 
R20,000 – R39,999 32 57.50 
R40,000 – R59,999 31 62.23 
R60,000 and above 10 72.80 
Total 116   
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Brand Loyalty -BL 
 
Less than R10,000 24 61.23 
R10,000 – R19,999 19 49.63 
R20,000 – R39,999 32 54.61 
R40,000 – R59,999 31 59.98 
R60,000 and above 10 76.65 
Total 116   
Brand Equity Less than R10,000 24 56.52 
R10,000 – R19,999 19 45.50 
R20,000 – R39,999 32 58.56 
R40,000 – R59,999 31 63.16 
R60,000 and above 10 73.30 
Total 116   
Purchase / Repurchase Intention Less than R10,000 22 45.93 
R10,000 – R19,999 17 43.15 
R20,000 – R39,999 31 52.10 
R40,000 – R59,999 30 67.03 
R60,000 and above 10 73.50 
Total 110   
 




























9.721 3.884 12.439 3.430 3.631 5.088 5.657 12.273 
df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Assymp
. Sig. (2 
tailed) 
















Convergent Validity Discriminant Validity 




Is J rho > 
0.7? AVE 
Is AVE > 
0.5? MSV 
Is MSV < 
AVE? ASV 
Is ASV < 
AVE 
Square root 










0.50 y 0.28 y 0.84 y 
Brand quality 0.83 Y 0.93 Y 0.76 y 0.51 y 0.97 y 
Brand assoc.-HV 0.89 Y 0.60 Y 0.58 y 0.45 y 0.78 y 
Brand assoc.-UV 0.83 Y 0.63 Y 0.77 n 0.55 y 0.79 n 
Brand loyalty-AL 0.91 Y 0.64 Y 0.77 n 0.62 y 0.80 n 
Brand loyalty-BL 0.85 Y 0.66 Y 0.68 n 0.48 y 0.81 n 













Table 5.64: Correlation Matrix 
 Q7.1 Q7.2 Q7.8 Q8.3 Q8.4 Q8.1 Q8.10 Q8.6 Q8.7 Q8.8 rq1011.1 rq1011.3 rq1011.4 
Q7.1 South African luxury fashion 
brands appear to be functional. 
1.000 0.649 0.599 0.429 0.510 0.586 0.607 0.500 0.473 0.333 0.430 0.355 0.407 
Q7.2 South African luxury fashion 
brands appear to be reliable. 
0.649 1.000 0.697 0.494 0.586 0.677 0.659 0.535 0.475 0.324 0.393 0.400 0.550 
Q7.8 South African luxury fashion 
brands are well-designed. 
0.599 0.697 1.000 0.546 0.672 0.745 0.632 0.570 0.522 0.443 0.476 0.371 0.542 
Q8.3 I admire people who wear South 
African luxury fashion brands. 
0.429 0.494 0.546 1.000 0.724 0.639 0.574 0.541 0.479 0.371 0.376 0.328 0.446 
Q8.4 I would like to be seen wearing a 
South African luxury fashion brand. 
0.510 0.586 0.672 0.724 1.000 0.803 0.748 0.616 0.515 0.453 0.532 0.462 0.600 
Q8.1 South African luxury fashion 
brands are appealing to me. 
0.586 0.677 0.745 0.639 0.803 1.000 0.775 0.653 0.589 0.440 0.687 0.471 0.679 
Q8.10 I am likely to recommend a 
South African luxury fashion brand to a 
friend. 
0.607 0.659 0.632 0.574 0.748 0.775 1.000 0.618 0.581 0.469 0.643 0.417 0.504 
Q8.6 I consider myself loyal to South 
African luxury fashion brands. 
0.500 0.535 0.570 0.541 0.616 0.653 0.618 1.000 0.735 0.627 0.455 0.504 0.497 
Q8.7 South African luxury fashion 
brands would be my first choice when 
shopping for luxury garments and/or 
accessories. 
0.473 0.475 0.522 0.479 0.515 0.589 0.581 0.735 1.000 0.644 0.401 0.332 0.375 
Q8.8 I will not buy from other luxury 
fashion brands if there is a South 
0.333 0.324 0.443 0.371 0.453 0.440 0.469 0.627 0.644 1.000 0.278 0.380 0.312 
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African luxury fashion brand available 
in the store. 
r.q1011.1 Reversed: What is likelihood 
of you purchasing/repurchasing either 
garment or accessory from a SA luxury 
brand? 
0.430 0.393 0.476 0.376 0.532 0.687 0.643 0.455 0.401 0.278 1.000 0.376 0.572 
r.q1011.3 Reversed: When I next 
purchase/repurchase either garment or 
accessory from a luxury brand I will buy 
from a SA brand 
0.355 0.400 0.371 0.328 0.462 0.471 0.417 0.504 0.332 0.380 0.376 1.000 0.587 
r.q1011.4 Reversed: I would be willing 
to buy from an SA brand when I next 
purchase a luxury garment or 
accessory 
0.407 0.550 0.542 0.446 0.600 0.679 0.504 0.497 0.375 0.312 0.572 0.587 1.000 
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Table 5.65: KMO and Bartlets Tests 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.914 
Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 




Table 5.66: Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of  
Squared Loadings 
Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadingsa 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 
1 7.403 56.948 56.948 7.403 56.948 56.948 7.065 
2 1.098 8.447 65.396 1.098 8.447 65.396 4.442 
3 0.902 6.937 72.332         
4 0.715 5.501 77.833         
5 0.661 5.084 82.917         
6 0.449 3.455 86.372         
7 0.388 2.987 89.359         
8 0.333 2.560 91.919         
9 0.289 2.221 94.139         
10 0.241 1.857 95.996         
11 0.231 1.780 97.777         
12 0.155 1.193 98.969         





Figure 5.24:  Scree plot indicating total Eigenvalues for items in Assocval2, Loyalty1, Loyalty2 and (re)purchaseint 
 
Table 5.67: Factor Loadings from CFA 
  Component 
1 2 
Q8.1 South African luxury fashion brands are appealing to me. 0.891 0.053 
r.q1011.4 Reversed: I would be willing to buy from an SA brand when I next 
purchase a luxury garment or accessory 
0.876 -0.179 
r.q1011.1 Reversed: What is likelihood of you purchasing/repurchasing either 
garment or accessory from a SA luxury brand? 
0.819 -0.162 
Q7.2 South African luxury fashion brands appear to be reliable. 0.795 -0.006 
Q8.4 I would like to be seen wearing a South African luxury fashion brand. 0.785 0.120 
Q8.10 I am likely to recommend a South African luxury fashion brand to a friend. 0.754 0.161 
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Q7.8 South African luxury fashion brands are well-designed. 0.740 0.121 
Q7.1 South African luxury fashion brands appear to be functional. 0.667 0.078 
Q8.3 I admire people who wear South African luxury fashion brands. 0.588 0.198 
r.q1011.3 Reversed: When I next purchase/repurchase either garment or accessory 
from a luxury brand I will buy from a SA brand 
0.535 0.105 
Q8.8 I will not buy from other luxury fashion brands if there is a South African luxury 
fashion brand available in the store. 
-0.062 0.920 
Q8.7 South African luxury fashion brands would be my first choice when shopping 
for luxury garments and/or accessories. 
0.156 0.789 
Q8.6 I consider myself loyal to South African luxury fashion brands. 0.342 0.646 
 
Rotation Method 







































Brand awareness 1        0.71 0.504 
Brand quality 0.496 1       0.873 0.762 
Brand assoc.-HV 0.296 0.76 1      0.76 0.578 
Brand assoc.-UV 0.464 0.873 0.76 1     0.879 0.773 
Brand loyalty-AL 0.638 0.742 0.74 0.879 1    0.879 0.773 
Brand loyalty-BL 0.521 0.643 0.73 0.675 0.779 1   0.825 0.681 
Brand equity 0.446 0.727 0.68 0.762 0.819 0.825 1  0.825 0.681 
(Re)purchase 





Figure 5.25: IV - Brand Awareness, Brand Quality, Brand Assoc. (Hedonic), Brand 





Figure 5.26: IV - Brand Awareness, Brand Quality, Brand Assoc. (Hedonic), Brand 































APPENDIX E: Abridged Turnitin Report 
 
 
